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ComMMoDITY CREDIT CORPORATION

Don Paarlberg, of Indiana, to be a member
of the Board of Directors of the Commodity
Credit Corporation.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Carl L. Elein, of Illinois, to be an Assistant
Secretary of the Interior,

Hollis M. Dole, of Oregon, to be an As-
sistant Secretary of the Interior.

James R. Smith, of Nebraska, to be an
Assistant Secretary of the Interior.

Leslie Lloyd Glasgow, of Louisiana, to be
Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife, De-
partment of the Interior.

Mitchell Melich, of Utah, to be Bolicitor of
the Department of the Interior.
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Larry A. Jobe, of Illinois, to be an Assistant
Secretary of Commerce.
Mpyron Tribus, of New Hampshire, to be an
Assistant Secretary of Commerce.
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
John H. Shaffer, of Maryland, to be Ad-
ministrator of the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration.
FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION
Reginald Norman Whitman, of Minnesota,
to be Administrator of the Federal Railroad
Administration.
U.S. Coast GUARD

The following licensed officers of the U.S.
merchant marine to be permanent commis-
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sioned officers in the Regular Coast Guard in
the grades Indicated:
Lieutenant
Leo G. Vaske.
Lieutenant (junior grade)

James L. Hassall.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Richard W. Velde, of Virginia, to be an
Associate Administrator of Law Enforcement
Assistance.

Richard A, Dier, of Nebraska, to be U.S.
attorney for the District of Nebraska for the
term of 4 years.

Allen L. Donielson, of Iowa, to be TU.S.
attorney for the southern district of Iowa for
the term of 4 years.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, March 20, 1969

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

The Very Reverend Vasil Kendysh,
pastor of the Byelorussian Autocephalic
Orthodox Church, Highland Park, N.J.,
offered the following prayer:

In the name of the Father, and the
Son, and the Holy Spirit.

Almighty Father, Thou art our Crea-
tor, Teacher, and Judge. We beseech
Thee, guide us in every step of our life,
free us of all human weakness and im-
perfections.

Eternal God, bless this august House
of Representatives of the United States
of America. Strengthen the minds of its
Members with wisdom, fortify their
hearts with love, and their deeds with
courage and justice.

Merciful God, we pray Thee on this
51st anniversary of the Proclamation of
Independence of Byelorussia, have mercy
upon her people. Strengthen their faith
in Thy infinite goodness, support them
in their sufferings, restore their freedom.

O God, accept this humble prayer of
ours, bless the United States of America.

less Byelorussia and her oppressed peo-
ple. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

THE REVEREND VASIL KENDYSH

(Mr. PATTEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, the Rev-
erend Father Vasil Kendysh of the Byelo-
russian Autocephalic Orthodox Church
of Highland Park, N.J., is a member of
the Byelorussian American group in my
district. He gave the opening prayer in
the House today.

These people, Mr. Speaker, yearn for
freedom from Communist Russia, as do
many of the other captive nations. I
can assure the Members that the Byelo-
russians who live in my district are very
intelligent, hard-working and wonderful
people. They have doctors, lawyers, den-
tists, and other professional men among
them. They are always a complete asset
to America. Ethnically they regard them-
selves as separate and apart from Russia.

The Byelorussian area was between
Moscow and Poland. For 500 years they
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were a free country. Only recently has
Communist Russia recognized these peo-
ple and appointed a Prime Minister for
Byelorussia.

Mr. Speaker, I have found these people
very interesting and I have greatly en-
joyed their company. This is just an-
other illustration of a great people who
yearn for freedom from the Russian
militarism.

LEANDER H. PEREZ, 1892-1969

(Mr. RARICK asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks,
and to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, Louisiana
and the Nation has lost a champion of
individualism with the lamentable pass-
ing of Leander H. Perez on March 19.

His devotion to the constitutional sys-
tem and his loyalty for this country were
unparalleled.

Judge Perez earned his fame and for-
tune in the true American free enterprise
way. He was the seventh son of 13 chil-
dren of a small Louisiana planter. He
worked his way through college and be-
came an attorney. In 1919 he was elected
district judge in Plaguemines Parish—
the first in a long line of positions he held
while serving his people in publie life.

The judge's reputation is one of cour-
age and tenacity. He would never back
down when he thought he was right,
which is one of the many reasons the col-
orful “Judge,” as he was known, had the
confidence of his friends and the respect
of his foes.

His passing removes from us a man of
dynamic personality and conspicuous
achievement—a man of fortitude and
determined leadership for his people.

Mrs. Rarick and I extend deepest sym-
pathy to his survivors and friends.

LEANDER H. PEREZ

(Mr. PASSMAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the ReEcorb.)

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
saddened to learn of the passing of one
of Louisiana’s most colorful citizens,
Judge Leander Perez, Sr. At times Judge
Perez was somewhat controversial, but
indeed he was forthright and one of
Louisiana’s best known citizens. Judge
Perez was respected by friend and foe

alike. He was known to have possessed
one of the greatest minds among the
legal fraternity, and doubtless he was
one of the greatest constitutional law-
vers known to the South. His contribu-
tions to his home Parish of Plaquemines,
to his own State, and to his fellowman
were well known. History will be kind to
Judge Leander Perez. His thousands of
friends indeed know that this world is a
better place in which to live for Judge
Leander Perez’ having lived in it.

I want to extend my heartfelt sym-
pathy to the members of his family.

REPEAL THE GUN CONTROL ACT OF
1968

(Mr. LONG of Louisiana asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker,
in response to clearly justified dissatis-
faction and disenchantment, voiced by
many of my constituents and, I do not
doubt, uncounted citizens across the land,
relative to the Gun Control Act of 1968,
I am introducing today a bill to repeal
that ill-advised and basically repressive
law. It has been made abundantly clear
today after only a few months of its cre-
ation, even to those who suffer with the
gun control syndrome, that the act does
not serve to keep dangerous weapons
from the hands of criminals and incom-
petents as its proponents claimed, but
rather works unnecessary hardships on
the law-abiding and peaceful citizen who
has legitimate uses for firearms. Further-
more it has come to my attention that
Treasury officials, in their zeal to enforce
the Gun Control Act, have used this un-
fortunate law to extend their authority
over the legitimate and peaceful traffic
in arms and ammunition in clear and di-
rect violation of the spirit and letter of
the legislation and in highhanded con-
flict with the obvious congressional in-
tent of the bill. Such executive usurpa-
tion of legislative functions demands ac-
tion of the Congress to redress the honest
and extremely well-founded grievances
of the American people who labor under
the weight of an unjust law which should
never have been passed in the first place.
I ask my colleagues serious consideration
of this bill which seeks to correct an in-
justice committed in fear and panie.
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
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ANNOUNCEMENT OF THE REPRE-
SENTATIVES FROM THE HOUSE
TO THE INTERPARLIAMENTARY
GROUP

(Mr. POAGE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, on behalf
of the chairman of the Interparliamen-
tary Group of the United States, the
Honorable Joun SparMAN, U.S. Sena-
tor, it is my privilege to announce the
appointment of the following Members
of the House of Representatives fo the
American delegation for the upcoming
conference at Vienna: ALEXANDER PIrR-
wiE, of New York; EmiLio Q. DADDARIO,
of Connecticut; Epwarp J. DERWINSKI,
of Illinois; Ross Apalr, of Indiana; W. R.
Poace, of Texas; JoHN S. Mowacan, of
Connecticut; RoBerT McCrory, of Illi-
nois; Jim WricHT, of Texas; and JoHN
JarmMaN, of Oklahoma.

CONGRESSMAN BLANTON INTRO-
DUCES A BILL TO REPEAL THE
GUN CONTROL ACT OF 1968 AND
TO REENACT THE FEDERAL FIRE-
ARMS ACT OF 1938

(Mr. BLANTON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorb.)

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, today I
would like to introduce a bill to repeal
the present Gun Control Act of 1968 and
to reenact the Federal Firearms Act of
1938.

Having conferred with a number of
private citizens and public officials in
Tennessee and throughout the country,
I find the intent of the Gun Control Act
of 1968 is being abused and inaccurately
enforced by the Treasury Department.
Since passage of the 1968 act, the crime
rate in this country has increased rather
than decreased. Our law-abiding citizens
are being harassed by the Treasury De-
partment as they usurp their authority
by thwarting the intent of Congress in
requiring the registration of firearms
that was specifically excluded in the act.

It is my feeling that we should repeal
this law in order to protect our consti-
tutional rights to own and bear arms for
the protection of our homes and loved
ones.

I opposed this bill last year and
warned my colleagues that the Treasury
Department was using a foot-in-the-
door approach to total firearms control.
My fears were not unfounded and I now
urge immediate consideration and pas-
sage of this repeal.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS TO
FILE REPORT ON H.R. 337

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Government Operations may have
until midnight, March 21, to file a re-
port on the bill HR. 337.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection fo
the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.
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PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
AGRICULTURE TO FILE REPORT
ON H.R. 5554

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Agriculture may have until midnight,
March 22, to file a report on the bill,
H.R. 5554, to provide a special milk pro-
gram for children.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

RESIGNATION FROM COMMITTEE
ON HOUSE ADMINISTRATION

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following resignation from a com-
mittee:

MarcH 17, 1969.
Hon. Jorn M. McCORMACE,
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR MR. SPEAKER: I hereby tender my
resignation from the House Administration
Committee.

With kindest personal regards,

Sincerely,
ROBERT J. CORBETT.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the
resignation will be accepted.
There was no objection.

ELECTION TO COMMITTEES

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr, Speaker,
I offer a resolution (H. Res. 331) and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

H. Res. 331

Resolved, That the following named Mem-
bers be, and they are hereby, elected members
of the following standing committees of the
House of Representatives:

Committee on Armed Services:
Corbett, of Pennsylvania.

Committee on House Administration: Or-
val Hansen, of Idaho.

Robert J.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

STRENGTHENING OF CHILDREN'S
FOOD SERVICE PROGRAMS

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, by direction of the Commit-
tee on Rules, I call up the resolution (H.
Res. 330) providing for the considera-
tion of the bill (H.R. 515) to amend the
National School Lunch Act and the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966 to clarify respon-
sibilities related to providing free and re-
duced-price meals and preventing dis-
crimination against children, to revise
program matching requirements, to
strengthen the nutrition training and
education benefits of the programs, and
otherwise to strengthen the food service
programs for children in schools and
service institutions, and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 330

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill
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(H.R. 515) to amend the National School
Lunch Act and the Child Nutrition Act of
1966 to clarify responsibilities related to pro-
viding free and reduced-price meals and pre-
venting discrimination against children, to
revise program matching requirements, to
strengthen the nutrition training and edu-
cation benefits of the programs, and other-
wise to strengthen the food service pr

for children in schools and service imstitu-
tions, and all points of order against the
provisions contained In section 3 of said bill
are hereby walved. After general debate,
which shall be confined to the bill and shall
continue not to exceed one hour, to be equal~
ly divided and controlled by the chairman
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the five-min-
ute rule. At the conclusion of the considera-
tion of the bill for amendment, the Commit-
tee shall rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted, and the previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without in-
tervening motion except one motion to re=-
commit.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr., O'NEmLL) is recog-
nized for 1 hour.

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may need and at the conclusion of my
remarks I yield 30 minutes to the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. LATTA) .

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 330
provides an open rule with 1 hour of gen-
eral debate for consideration of HR. 515
to amend the National School Lunch Act
and the Child Nutrition Act. The resolu-
tion also provides for waiving points of
order against section 3 of the bill because
of a transfer of funds in that section—
page 4, line 10.

H.R. 515 amplifies present language in
the National School Lunch Act which
requires meals without cost or at a re-
duced cost to children unable to pay the
full cost of the lunch. The bill requires
that such children be determined by a
systematic plan applied to all families
on the basis of need criteria. The bill adds
provisions specifically prohibiting the
identification of any child or children
participating in the school lunch pro-
gram or any food program under the
Child Nutrition Act by the use of such
devices as special tokens, tickets, or pub-
lished lists of names.

The States and school districts are cur-
rently in the process of developing and
publishing the eligibility standards so
that every family will know whether a
child should be receiving a free or re-
duced-price meal.

State matching requirements are pro-
vided in the bill and a nutrition training
program is authorized.

The Secretary of Agriculture would be
permitted to take a hard look at some
of the competition to the balanced meal
offered within schools and service institu-
tions and the bill provides flexibility to
the Department and to the States as they
move toward providing a fully adequate
food service for children.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 330 in order that H.R.
515 may be considered.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?
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Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. I yield
to the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. In the gentleman'’s opening
remarks he referred to the waiver of
points of order in the House resolution,
and said it applied to section 3 of the
bill made in order. That is the section of
the bill that is entitled “Nutrition Train-
ing and Education.” I believe the gentle-
man’s explanation justifying the waiver
of points of order was, that there was a
transfer of funds involved. Can the gen-
tleman in his wisdom advise if such ac-
tion reflected the decision of the Com-
mittee on Rules for waiving points of
order. Frankly, I have read and reread
that entire section, which is all one long
quotation, and it involves about 32 sub-
ordinate clauses. I do not have the least
idea in the world where we are trans-
ferring funds from and to, or indeed
what section 3 means.

I just wonder if this was brought out in
the hearing before the Committee on
Rules, and if the waiver of points of
order, which, of course, takes away our
individual prerogative as elected legisla-
tors, was at the request of the chairman,
the suggestion of the Parliamentarian, or
the Committee on Rules.

Mr. O’NEILL of Massachusetts. It was
at the request of the chairman, the gen-
tleman from EKentucky (Mr. PERKINS),
and partly at the suggestion of the Par-
liamentarian. The gentleman from Ken-
tucky is on his feet, and I yield to him so
that he may answer the question.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, the first
school lunch program we have ever had
in this country was established by sec-
tion 32 funds, pursuant to an act of Con-
gress in 1935 to promote the sale of agri-
cultural products to help the farmers in
this country. We utilized it all during
World War II until we enacted the
School Lunch Act in 1946. We are still
utilizing section 32 funds for the purpose
of buying commodities and donating
them to the States.

Here we have funds that are appro-
priated, and therefore it was necessary
to ask for a waiver of points of order be-
cause we would utilize those appropri-
ated funds. It was for that reason that
we asked the Rules Committee to waive
points of order only as to section 3.

Mr. HALL. Mr, Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield further?

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. I yield
to the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. Does the gentleman mean
to imply that all of these relative clauses
in this very composite and quoted sen-
tence to which I referred, applies only to
section 32 funds?

Mr. PEREKINS. Additionally, the
amendment applies to two acts. It applies
not only to the National School Lunch
Act but also the Child Nutrition Act.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, if the gentle-
man will yield further, I appreciate that,
and I want it clearly understood that,
first of all, I was strongly in favor of the
distribution of surplus commodities and
their use for the youth and their nutri-
tion, and I have no objection to further
study of the nutritional state of our chil-
dren or of our foods, whether they be
surplus or not. But is it not true also that
in at least five different instances in this
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paragraph under section 3 that certain
percentages of income from different
acts or funds are designated for the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare to use, in his wisdom, administra-
tively, and therefore that in effect be-
comes an open ended call on these vari-
ous funds, and that is why we are asked
to waive points of order? Is such not an
incorrect charge against one department,
with the other given the implementing
authority?

Mr. PERKINS. No; we have limita-
tions on the appropriations, but the real
reason we are waiving points of order
is that we cannot utilize appropriated
funds of a previous year because they
would revert to the Treasury. Unless we
have a waiver of points of order, you
could make a point of order against it.

Mr. HALL. If the gentleman will yield
further, I say to the distinguished chair-
man I am well aware of that. That is
why I want to clarify this point before
we give unanimous consent to consider
it, or whether we ought to bring it before
the House, or perhaps vote down the pre-
vious question, et cetera.

The gentleman is stating for the bene-
fit of the Members, that we are not only
getting authority to transfer funds, but
we are also carrying over funds from
prior year appropriations?

Mr. PERKINS. That is correct.

I compliment the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. Hawr) for his great assistance
in connection with this program through
the years. There has been no greater,
more stanch supporter.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the gentleman from Massachusetts
yielding. I oppose these waivers of points
of order, and I question this derivation
of funds.

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. LATTA) .

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I agree with
the statements just made by my col-
league, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. O'NEILL).

I wish to report I have no requests
for time.

I support the rule. I support the bill.
The administration supports the bill,

The purpose of the bill is to strengthen
the National School Lunch Act and the
Child Nutrition Act to: First, insure ad-
vanced funding for the programs in-
cluded in the acts; second, institutes a
policy to insure that the States will par-
ticipate in the programs on a cash pay-
ment basis; and, third, prohibits any
identification of those children who are
being assisted under the two acts.

Last year Congress provided, in the
amendments to the Vocational Educa-
tion Act, that all educational programs
administered by the Office of Education
were granted advance funding authority.
The committee believes the same rea-
soning applies to the food service pro-
grams. HR. 515 will provide for ad-
vanced funding in order that school ad-
ministrators may formulate plans before
the school year begins.

According to the fiscal year 1970
budget submitted in January, funding
requests for these programs will total
$367,466,000. This includes, in addition
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to the regular school lunch program,
some $90,000,000 for especially needy
children, $10,000,000 for the school
breakfast program—still almost a pilot
project, $10,000,000 for purchase of food
service equipment, and $20,500,000 for
the nonschool food program. This total
will be an increase of $121,191,000 over
fiscal 1969 estimated expenditures. In
addition to these expenditures, the Com-
modity Credit Corporation will contrib-
ute some $250 million in commodities
to the program in fiscal 1970.

The bill also requires that in both fis-
cal 1970 and 1971 a State must appro-
priate funds to be used in the programs
egual to at least 4 percent of the Fed-
eral funds. This is to be increased by 2
percent each year until a permanent fig-
ure of 10 percent is reached and then
maintained. This requirement will not
apply to programs conducted in non-
profit private or parochial schools.

Finally, the bill clarifies existing lan-
guage in the School Lunch Act to in-
sure that lunches are served to poorer
children either at no cost or below cost.
Such children are not to be singled out
or identified in any public manner, such
as lists or special tickets or tokens.

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
StEIGER) has submitted additional views.
He supports the bill and wants to add
two amendments. To the section requir-
ing State funds participation of 10 per-
cent, he wants to add language to insure
that the States will have an incentive to
do this from their revenue sources—as
required—rather than have some States
drop out of the programs. The amend-
ment would provide incentive to the
States in the form of commodities for
use in the programs. A second amend-
ment to be offered will try to insure more
cooperation between HEW and Agricul-
ture, both of which are involved in fund-
ing the programs covered by the acts.

I support the rule and the bill and urge
its passage.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. PucinNsk1) 2 minutes.

ME, HOPE'S INDISCRETION

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, last
night a very distinguished American
humorist, Bob Hope, committed what
was, in my judgment, a most unfortunate
indiscretion during his appearance at
Constitution Hall.

I yield to no one in my admiration of
Mr. Hope. I have admired and enjoyed
him all these years. But I must take ob-
jection to the fact that yesterday, in or-
der to get some laughs, Mr. Hope used
two Polish jokes—two very old, tired, and
not very funny, Polish jokes.

Worst of all, to add insult to injury,
Mr. Hope kept referring to “Poles” as
“Polacks.” I would hope we have outlived
that era when in this country we refer
to ethnie groups by slang names.

I think Mr. Hope owes Americans of
Polish descent a public apology. It is my
hope he will avoid similar indiscretions in
the future. Mr. Hope is too highly re-
spected and has too much real talent to
have to rely on such Polish jokes to sus-
tain his repartee.
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I can tell my colleagues one thing: Bing
Crosby would never be caught with this
kind of indiscretion.

Mr. O’'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I move the previous question
on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 515), to amend the
National School Lunch Act and the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966 to clarify respon-
sibilities related to providing free and
reduced-price meals and preventing dis-
crimination against children, to revise
program matching requirements, to
strengthen the nutrition training and
education benefits of the programs, and
otherwise to strengthen the food service
programs for children in schools and
service institutions.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
EKentucky.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 515, with Mr.
OLSEN in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr, PERKINS)
will be recognized for 30 minutes and the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Avyres) will be
recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. PERKINS).

Mr, PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, a bill
in substance like H.R. 515 passed the
House last year unanimously under a
suspension of the rules. This bill, to my
way of thinking, makes a great improve-
ment to one of the greatest programs
that this Congress has ever enacted, the
national school lunch program.

We are opening our debate here today
on HR. 515, a bill to amend the Na-
tional School Lunch and Child Nutrition
Acts, in the midst of a growing public
consensus that hunger and malnutrition
shall be eliminated from this country.
The essential points in this bill are al-
most identical to those in H.R. 17873, a
measure we approved unanimously last
year in a rollcall vote.

I am proud of the work we have done
in the House Education and Labor Com-
mittee to improve nutrition among chil-
dren and I am just as proud of the all-
out endorsement we have received from
the Members of this House each and
every time we have come before you with
proposals to strengthen child feeding
programs.

H.R. 515 carries the full support of the
last administration and the new ad-
ministration—both have testified as to
the need for this measure. The details
of this bill were developed in full co-
operation with the State school lunch
directors who are charged with admin-
istration of food service in schools. They
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need and want this measure as is. The
language, the proposals, the details were
developed by those who know what they
need from us; by those who live with
these programs day in and day out and
who are responsible for operating sound
and effective food service programs for
children,

And these proposals also reflect the
thinking of private groups who were
consulted fully on their views as to how
to strengthen these programs. I cannot
praise too highly the work of the dedi-
cated women's groups who analyzed, in
depth, the effectiveness of the food serv-
ice programs and whose recommenda-
tions appeared just about a year ago in
a widely praised publication, “Their
Daily Bread.” They did not just issue
their report and then turn to other sub-
jects. They have stayed with the prob-
lem—adyvising, counseling—providing the
kind of solid grassroots support so essen-
tial if we are to really get on with the
job of improving nutrition among
children.

There may be some Members who are
not familiar with all we have done in
recent years to structure sound food
service programs for children and this
is an appropriate time for a review of
where we stand.

First. The basic legislation is, of
course, the Nafional School Lunch Act,
passed in 1946. This legislation grew out
of congressional concern about the nu-
tritional level of children in school—not
just some children—all children.
Through the national school lunch pro-
gram, Federal support is provided in the
form of cash and donated foods to pub-
lic and nonprofit private elementary and
secondary schools that agree to operate
a nonprofit food service that meets speci-
fied nutritional requirements. These nu-
tritional requirements are based on
tested nutritional research and are de-
signed to meet at least one-third of a
child’s daily nutritional needs. The
schools also agree to serve meals free or
at reduced price to those children that
cannot afford the full cost of the lunch.

The lunch program is now operating
in schools with almost 80 percent of all
children enrolled in public and nonprofit
elementary and secondary schools. The
national average rate of reimbursement
is about 4.5 cents per lunch in cash and
10 to 12 cents in the form of donated
foods. The average cost of getting that
lunch on the table was about 57 cents in
the 1967-68 school year.

For most schools, this level of Federal
support is just barely enough to operate
a viable program and maintain the
charge to the youngsters at a reasonable
level. However, in a number of situa-
tions, the support provided is not ade-
quate to underwrite the full need for
free and reduced price meals.

It was in recognition of this that we
added Section 11 to the National School
Lunch Act in 1962, Section 11 carries its
own apportionment formula and its own
funding authority. It authorizes a higher
level of support for lunch programs in
low-income area schools. We enacted the
legislation but it took us 3 years to
get around to providing any funds at all
for this section and then the amount
appropriated was totally inadequate to
do the job.
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Second. In 1966, we passed the Child
Nutrition Aect that authorized a pilot
school breakfast program for low-income
area schools and remote rural schools
where the children travel long distances.
The Child Nutrition Act also authorized
assistance to low-income area schools in
the acquisition of equipment for food
service.

And this measure also provided:

Authority for the conduct and supervision
of Federal programs to assist schools in pro-
viding food service programs for children is
assigned to the Department of Agriculture.
To the extent practicable, other Federal agen-
cies administering programs under which
funds are to be provided to schools for such
assistance shall transfer such funds to the
Department of Agriculture for distribution
through the administrative channels and in
accordance with the standards established
under this Act and the National School
Lunch Act.

Third. Just last year, we enacted Pub-
lic Law 90-302 that locked into place the
final bit of hardware to complete our
capability for reaching children in
groups of any age, year-round with food
service. That legislation authorized as-
sistance for food service in day-care cen-
ters, settlement houses, and summer day-
care activities, particularly those for
children of low-income families.

The proposal before us today does not
launch any bold new initiatives—this
part of the job has already been done.
What H.R. 515 does essentially is to tidy
up some loose ends and authorize some
assistance in a long-neglected area—nu-
trition education and training. It is a bill

‘that does not cost the Federal Treasury

a nickel. H.R. 515 provides the following:

First. It strengthens the statutory re-
quirements and responsibilities with re-
spect to the criteria for the serving of
free and reduced price meals. This sec-
tion outlines some of the things the State
and local education officials shall take
into consideration in developing a policy
and plan to assure equitable treatment
for all who should be receiving a free or
reduced price meal. It also provides that
the policies and plans shall be announced
publicly so that everyone knows the rules.

Second. It spells out several things that
shall not be done in order to avoid pub-
licly identifying those children who are
receiving free meals. Special tokens or
tickets for these children are prohibited
as is the publication of lists naming the
children who are receiving free or re-
duced price meals.

Third. The State matching require-
ments are changed so that State tax
funds must be used to meet a portion of
the present matching requirements, The
change would be very gradual on a
biennium basis, reaching the equivalent
of 30 cents for each Federal dollar in
fiscal year 1977. As matters now stand,
only a handful of States provide direct
program funds for school food service.
Most rely far too heavily on children's
payments to meet the matching require-
ment.

H.R. 515 authorizes that Federal ap-
propriations for child nutrition programs
may be made a year in advance. This is
an important feature because it is be-
coming increasingly difficult for the
State and local education officials to
plan sound, sensible, and effective food
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assistance programs when they may not
know until well into the school year how
much Federal support will be forthcom-
ing. As a practical matter, schools need to
establish a meal price before school opens
and a price that will sustain the program
throughout the school year. School food
service programs operate on the thinnest
of margins and if they are forced to raise
prices in the middle of the school year,
they can lose their clients by the dozen.

Any housewife with two or three
youngsters in school will think twice
about laying out that breakfast or lunch
money five days a week if it represents
too much of a squeeze. And here we are
talking about the great majority of par-
ticipating children—the children in fam-
ilies of fairly modest circumstances.
After all, this is the bulk of our popula-
tion and they need this small help they
get through school food service.

Fourth. One major feature of H.R. 515
has very important long-range implica-
tions for this Nation’s nutritional well-
being. It provides that up to 1 percent of
the funds appropriated for school food
service may be used for nutrition train-
ing and education both for those directly
involved in the operation and manage-
ment of school food service and for the
children benefiting from these programs.

It has become very clear over the past
several years that all too many of our
people have little understanding of the
importance of good nutrition and what it
takes to eat wisely and well. Good nu-
trition is a life-long need—even more
essential in an area when we are greatly
reducing the incidence of diseases that
killed thousands of youngsters.

Fifth. The remaining amendments es-
sentially clear up or clarify some tech-
nical points that State food service offi-
cials would like to see clarified. One, for
example, would permit the States some
flexibility in the use of funds appropri-
ated for food service. Some States have
virtually every school equipped for food
service. These States then, on the basis
of an approved plan, could concentrate
on serving more free or reduced price
breakfasts ond lunches. This is essen-
tially what has been done this year with
the additional funding which was pro-
vided from section 32 money. It all goes
to feeding youngsters—particularly the
needy youngsters—but this approach al-
lows the States to exercise some options
to get food service to as many needy chil-
dren as possible as quickly as possible.

In conclusion, I want to emphasize, I
want to reiterate, that we are now in a
position to move rapidly to reach more
millions of children with food service.
And I mean all children. This is the best
route we have to show a dramatic im-
provement in the health and well-being
of our young children and our school-
age children. Reaching these children in
group situations can do much to offset
what may be inadequate nutrition at
home whatever the family's financial
status.

Let us always bear in mind that these
are food service programs for children—
all children.

Mr, Chairman, I hate to go over this
program with no one on the floor. I am
going to make the point of order that
a quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. It is obvious a
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quorum is not present. The Clerk will
call the roll.

The Clerk called the roll, and the
following Members failed to answer to

their names:

[Roll No. 28]
O’Eonski
O'Neal, Ga.
Ottinger
Pirnie
Powell
Preyer, N.C.
Purcell
Quie
Railsback
Rees
Reid, Ill.
Ronan
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Roudebush
Roybal
Sandman
Scherle
Scheuer
Scott
Shriver
Springer
Stephens

Adalir
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Tenn.
Annunzio
Ashbrook
Ashley
Ayres
Bates
Bell, Calif.
Bow
Brademas
Bray
Brown, Calif.
Broyhill, Va.
Burton, Utah
Camp
Carey
Casey

Ford,
William D.
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Gallagher
Gialmo
Gray
Hagan
Hanra
Hansen, Idaho
Hastings
Hathaway
Hays
Hébert
Holifield
Johnson, Pa.
Karth
Kirwan
Leggett
Lowenstein
Lujan
McCarthy
MeCloskey
McDonald, Stuckey
Mich. Symington
McEwen Taft
Mallliard Teague, Calif
Mann Tunney
May Udall
Meeds Utt
Michel Waggonner
Mollohan Watkins
Mosher Williams
Murphy, N.Y, Wilson, Bob
Myers Wold
Nichols Wydler
O'Hara

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. RooNEY of
New York) having assumed the chair, Mr,
OLsEN, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
HR. 515 and finding itself without a
quorum, he had directed the roll to be
called when 325 Members responded to
their names, a quorum, and he submitted
herewith the names of the absentees to
be spread upon the Journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. PERKINS) was addressing
the Committee when the quorum call
commenced. The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will count.
[After counting.] Sixty-seven Members
are present, not a quorum. The Clerk will
call the roll.

The Clerk called the roll, and the
following Members failed to answer to
their names:

[Roll No. 29]
Conyers
Culver
Daniels, N.J.
Davis, Wis.
Dellenback
Derwinski
Diggs
Dingell
Dowdy
Eckhardt
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Eving, Tenn.
Flowers
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frey
Gallagher
Giaimo
Gilbert
Gray
Hanna

Celler
Chisholm
Collier
Conyers
Culver
Davis, Wis.
Derwinski
Diggs
Dowdy
Eckhardt
Erlenborn

Findley
Flowers
Foley

Hastings
Hathaway
Hays

Hébert
Hicks
Holifield
Johnson, Pa.
Kirwan
Leggett
Lujan
McCarthy
MeCloskey
McEwen
Mailliard
Mann
Michel
Montgomery
Morton
Mosher
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Nichols
O’Konski

Adalir
Adams
Alexander
Anderson,
Tenn.,
Annunzio
Ashbrook
Ashley
Ayres
Bates
Bell, Calif.
Bolling
Bow
Brademas
Bray
Brown, Calif.
Carey
Celler
Chappell
Chisholm
Cohelan
Collier
Conte
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O'Neal, Ga. Roudebush
Ottinger Roybal
Pike Ruth
Pirnie Sandman
Powell Scherle
Purcell Scheuer
Quie Scott

Rees Shriver
Reld, II1. Smith, Calif.
Ronan Stafford
Rooney, Pa. Stephens Wold
Rosenthal Stuckey Wydler

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. ROONEY
of New York) having resumed the chair,
Mr. OLsEN, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
H.R. 515 and finding itself without a
quorum, he had directed the roll to be
called when 326 Members responded to
their names a quorum, and he submitted
herewith the names of the absentees to
be spread upon the Journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN., The gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. PErRKINS) is recognized
for 27 minutes.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. PERKINS. I yield for a question;
yes.

Mr. GOODLING. Prior to the interrup-
tion, Mr. Chairman, you made the state-
ment that there is $600 million involved
in this bill. To whom is this $600 million
charged?

Mr. PERKINS. I made the statement
that the entire school lunch bill cost last
year about $623 million. We have in the
budget this year for the school lunch
programs $643 million. These funds go
for the purchase of donated cormmodi=-
ties and to reimburse the States for the
school lunches served throughout the
Nation at about 4.5 cents per school
lunch served, and the donated commodi-
ties at about 10 cents, which totals about
14.5 cents. In other words, it cost about
57 cents last year to serve one of these
Iunches. That is where it goes.

Mr. GOODLING. I do not really think
that the gentleman has answered my
question. Perhaps he did not understand
the question. My question is from what
department does this $600 million come?

Mr. PERKINS. Some of it comes out of
section 32 funds of the Department of
Agriculture, some of it comes out of sec-
tion 416 of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1949, some of it represents direct
appropriations from this Congress here—
most of it. That is where most of the
funds come from.

Mr. GOODLING. One further ques-
tion: This morning the Committee on
Agriculture reported out the school milk
bill. Why is it that the Committee on
Agriculture has jurisdiction of the school
milk bill and the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor has jurisdiction of the
school lunch program? I think that many
Members would like to have that juris-
dictional question explained.

Mr. PERKINS. I know that the gentle-
man is perturbed about the school milk
program and, likewise, in my opinion it
is a mistake to omit the special milk pro-
gram from the budget for fiscal year
1970. I believe it was a mistake. I am of
the opinion that the Committee on Ap-
propriations will do something about
that, especially in view of the fact that

Taft

Teague, Calif.
Thompson, N.J.
Tunney

Udall
Waggonner
Watkins
Weicker
Williams
Wilson, Bob
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we extended the authority for the school
milk program through 1970 and in-
creased it up to $120 million annually.
So, we have done everything in our
power—the Committee on Education and
Labor—all through the years to support
this special milk program.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, was not this
jurisdiction just changed about a year
ago—the school lunch program?

Mr. PERKINS. No, the school lunch
program jurisdiction—and I have
worked on the school lunch program in
the Committee on Education and La-
bor—we rewrote the act in 1962,

It is true that back in 1946 the Com-
mittee on Agriculture had this jurisdic-
tion but after the Reorganization Act
the Education and Labor Committee has
had the School Lunch Act. In recent
years the School Lunch Act has been
lodged, for all intents and purposes, in
the Committee on Education and Labor.

Mr. GOODLING. I just wanted to
point out, Mr. Chairman, that I do not
want to see the farmers of America
charged with an expenditure over which
the Department of Agriculture and the
Committee on Agriculture has no juris-
diction.

Mr. PERKINS. I certainly do not want
to invade the prerogatives of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

Mr. Chairman, HR. 515 strengthens
the criteria for serving free or reduced
price meals, and this determination of
free lunch or breakfast has always been
made by local school authorities, and we
expressly prohibit discrimination
through identification of children re-
ceiving free or reduced price meals such
as an overt identification of children by
segregation, physical segregation, use of
special tokens or tickets, or announcing
or publishing lists.

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Chairman, would the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. MIKVA. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I was particularly con-
cerned about this point that the gentle-
man has just been making, As the gen-
tleman knows, there are some States, in-
cluding my own, where I believe the
original congressional intent was some-
what flaunted in terms of this identifica-
tion of the children. I introduced a bill
and made a statement before the gentle-
man’'s committee in my concern.

For example, one of the things done in
Illinois was that the superintendent of
public instruetion required written ap-
plication from the parents of children,
and required identification of those as
public aid recipients before being eligible
for school lunch programs.

Do I understand the statement con-
tained in H.R. 515, which the committee,
chaired by the gentleman in the well,
has reported out, would mean that such
written application requirements would
be contrary to the congressional intent
in authorizing this program? Would I
be correct in that statement?

Mr. PERKINS. That is correct. And we
have tried for several years to eliminate
this diserimination, or to prohibit these
children being identified, but in certain
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school systems throughout the country
this situation is still prevalent, and we
feel that this language will do the job.
That is the reason why we strengthened
the language in this bill. I am very sure
that this language will take care of the
situation prevailing in Illinois.

Mr. MIKVA. For the purposes of the
record, I had suggested some language at
one time that said “No information shall
be required by local school authorities
from any child which shall identify him
to his peers as the recipient of free or
reduced-price school lunches, nor shall
any child’s family be required to provide
personally to local school authorities in-
formation which is available from other
public agencies regarding the family’s
income and public assistance or welfare
status.”

May I assume that the committee feels
that the language of H.R. 515 already
covers and prohibits the practices which
I have suggested?

Mr. PERKINS. The gentleman is ab-
solutely correct in that assumption.

Mr. MIKVA. Through the kind in-
dulgence of the gentleman in the well,
I wonder if it would be possible to insert
my statement in the Recorp at an ap-
g{ﬁpriate time on the discussion of this

?

Mr. PERKINS. Certainly. I want to
thank the gentleman for his contribu-
tion.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
might point out that on page 2 of the
committee report the statement is made:

The States and the school districts are
currently in the process of developing and
publishing the eligibility standards so that
every family will know whether a child
should be recelving a free or reduoed-price
meal.

Mr. PERKINS. Let me say to the gen-
tleman that the language on page 2 is
so clear, and also that on top of page 3,
that I feel that the situation the gentle-
man refers to is already taken care of.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Maryland.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

I would ask the gentleman are there
any safeguards in here to prevent abuse
of this program by some well-to-do peo-
ple, for example, being permitted to take
advantage of the free lunches for their
children, even though the family can well
afford to pay for their child’s lunches?

Mr. PERKINS. Of course, we provide
and set up certain safeguards here in the
law; and to my way of thinking, we have
adequate safeguards in this legislation,
and I just do not believe that will happen.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Colorado.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

I would draw the attention of the
gentleman to page 3 of the report where-
in there is outlined an increase starting
out at 4 percent of matching require-
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ments, and increasing it 2 percent until
it reaches 10 percent in 1976.

As I understand it, there is no require-
ment at the present time that the State
matching this is taxed in any manner
whatsoever?

Mr. PERKINS. That is absolutely cor-
rect. The cost of the school lunch pro-
gram by and large is being borne by
children’s payments outside of the Fed-
eral Government contribution and there
is no requirement on the part of the
State.

It does not say that the States pres-
ently contributing—and that is the
reason we require matching in a way
that would not work a hardship on the
States.

We start in at a low cost and gradually
£0 up.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. If a State,
as such, fails to provide percentages out-
lined up to 1976, would that result in
any school districts within the State
losing their money?

Mr. PERKINS. I cannot visualize any
State rejecting or failing to cooperate
because the evidence was so clear that
all the States were willing to make a rea-
sonable contribution here.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. That
State—or may I ask the gentleman—
my State, in my congressional district,
the city and county of Denver——

Mr. PERKINS. Let me interrupt the
gentleman to say this—that we only got
one derogatory telegram on this matter
and that came from the gentleman's
chief State officer in Colorado.

The chief State school officers other-
wise unanimously endorsed this legisla-
tion—outside of the gentleman’s own
State.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Then, as
an example, if the State of Colorado did
not come forward as provided by this,
and provided the necessary money, is it
possible then for the school district
No. 1, that is the city and county of
Denver, then to negotiate directly with
the department?

Mr. PERKINS. The school districts
could then possibly negotiate directly
with the Department of Agriculture for
the use of any available section 11 funds
where no matching is required.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. If my school

district then had to proceed in this
fashion, then what would the situation

be—as to the State?

Mr. PERKINS. Your district would
have to deal with the State, but let me
remind the gentleman that all State or
local matehing is required under section
11 funds.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I thank the
gentleman.
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Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Michigan.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. May I ask if the
effect of this bill is to reduce the price
of the lunch to the child who buys it or
is the effect intended to be that addi-
tional children, who are not now being
served school lunches, will be served?

Mr. PERKINS. Let me state that last
year, until we got an extra $50 million,
we only were serving 2.7 million needy
schoolchildren free or reduced-priced
lunches.

Now we are up to approximately 4.1
million.

The effect of the State matching re-
quirements will either be an expanded
program within a State or reduced prices
for school lunches in such State.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Would not the real
effect of this bill be, in my State, for
example, that the wealthy suburbs of the
State would be able to buy the school
lunches at these reduced prices?

Mr. PERKINS. I will state to the gen-
tlewoman from Michigan that a survey
was made by a consortium of prominent
national women'’s organizations. The re-
port that they made was published and
called “Their Daily Bread.” That survey
was very comprehensive and it recom-
mended continuation of our present
school lunch program and, on top of
that, it recommended that something be
done about the low-income groups, the
schoolchildren from the low-income

families of this country. That is what we
are really trying to do. But we do not

want school lunches for moderate-in-
come families to be priced so high that
in a few years the students will resort to
snack bars and forget about the type A
lunch which they are presently receiving
in the school.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. But the answer is
that this measure will apply to all
schools.

Mr. PERKINS. That is correct; and
I want to thank the gentlewoman for
her contribution.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. HORTON. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. I wish to get back to the
same subject the chairman was discus-
sing with the gentleman from Colorado;
namely, the provision in the bill which
will require the States to pick up the
share that has been paid previously by
the schoolchildren. I wanted to ask the
chairman if he would clarify for me
whether that provision would mean man-
dated funds insofar as the State is
concerned.

Mr. PERKINS. The bill is very clear in
stating that commencing with fiscal year
1871 at least 4 percent of the local and
State matching must be derived from
State tax revenues. These funds do not
have to be earmarked by the State legis-
lature and may come from any funds
made available to State and local edu-
cational agencies from tax revenues.
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Mr. HORTON. I wish to commend the
chairman and the committee for trying
to improvise a bill and a program which
is going to give the school districts ad-
vance time so that they can make their
plans accordingly. But the thing I am
concerned about is the mandate of tax
funds by the Federal Government in this
bill upon the States.

Mr. PERKINS. Does not the gentle-
man think that it is reasonable where
several States are making a big contribu-
tion, to require the other States that are
receiving benefits, to contribute? The
States now contributing are Louisiana,
New York, Massachusetts, New Jersey,
Hawaii, Utah, Delaware, Minnesota,
‘West Virginia, District of Columbia, Ver-
mont, Indiana, Puerto Rico, Virgin
Islands, Guam, American Samoa.

We are not trying to put a harsh re-
quirement on the States. It is very
reasonable. We held really comprehen-
sive hearings on this legislation, and all
the experts and people throughout the
country, the school lunch people, unani-
mously from the various States thought
that these recommendations were reason-
able, and this bill emerged from the
committee.

Mr. HORTON. I understand. Will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. PERKINS. I yield for one addi-
tional question.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I am not
being critical. I am trying to understand.
In the State of New York, for example,
would it be required to appropriate addi-
tional funds in order to carry out this
phase of the program?

Mr. PERKINS. The State of New York,
for instance, in my judgment is now ap-
propriating more than would be required
the first biennium or maybe the second
biennium under this bill. We are just
trying to put the school lunch program
in order, so it will be solvent in the
future, by reasonably requiring the States
to make a reasonable contribution with-
out penalizing any State. I do not think
any State legislature in the whole coun-
try will object, and it will not do it unless
we place this requirement in the law. All
the States are going to take advantage of
the school lunch program; we all know
that.

Mr, Chairman, as we discussed the re-
quirement on the part of the States, we
all know that today under the National
School Lunch Act the requirement is for
$3 in local money to $1 from the Federal
Government. These payments in the past
have been mostly met from children’s
payments, and that is the real reason
for this requirement in this bill.

Then another really important aspect
of this bill is the nutrition education and
training. We provide that 1 percent of
the funds shall be utilized for that
purpose.

Mr. Chairman I, have taken too much
time, but before I conclude, I must com-
pliment the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. Quie), the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin (Mr. STeIcEr), and all the Members
on that side of the aisle who have worked
so diligently in helping to write the bill
last year and this year.
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Last year this bill came out of the com-
mittee unanimously, and with the en-
thusiastic support we are all giving this
measure, I hope the bill will pass the
House unanimously this year.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
from New York.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
STEIGER) .

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. REmD).

Mr. REID of New York. Mr, Chairman,
I rise in support of H.R. 515, a bill to
amend the National School Lunch Act
and the Child Nufrition Act of 1966 to
clarify responsibilities related to provid-
ing free and reduced-price meals and
preventing discrimination against chil-
dren and to strengthen the food service
programs for children in schools and
service institutions.

It is estimated that there are now ap-
proximately 612 million children who
need a free or reduced price lunch, and
the Department of Agriculture expects to
reach about 3% million of those children
this year. If Congress appropriates the
amount requested for the school lunch
program in the 1970 budget and in addi-
tion funds for the special milk program
the remainder of the children should be
reached next year. This bill contains the
following provisions which would make
the program more effective:

Local school authorities shall make de-
terminations as to eligibility for partici-
pation in the program in accordance with
a publicly announced policy and plan ap-
plied equitably, on the basis of criteria
which must include level of family in-
come, the number of persons in the fam-
ily, and the number of children attending
school.

There is to be no overt identification
of children participating in the program
through the use of special tokens, tick-
ets, or published lists of names. It is
hoped that this will prevent diserimina-
tion against or embarrassment to the
children involved.

The bill authorizes advanced funding
authority for the school lunch program,
to facilitate planning, and requires that
State-appropriated funds for the school
lunch program made up from tax sources
must equal at least 4 percent of the
matching requirements in fiscal years
1970 and 1971. In the past, many States
have relied almost entirely on children’s
payments to meet the matching require-
ment, and the intent of this bill is to
avoid the practice of increasing the price
of lunches to the children to make up
the State share of the cost. This provi-
sion must be closely monitored to in-
sure that all children in fact receive free
or reduced-price lunches,

The bill authorizes a program of nu-
trition training in education, and pro-
vides flexibility to the States as they
attempt to provide a fully adequate food
service to their children. Some States
need equipment before they can begin a
full-scale food service program and other
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States need money for free or reduced-
price meals. This legislation would meet
both needs.

Although the fiscal 1970 budget request
for child nutrition programs has been
increased over previous levels, it is im-
portant to note that the special milk
program has been eliminated. The “in-
crease” is therefore not an overall in-
crease, but represents a shifting of funds
from one program to another. Although
the flexibility which the Department of
Agriculture seeks through this move may
be desirable, it would be unthinkable to
discontinue the special milk program,
since such action would end assistance to
many children in summer camps, and it
is essential that steps will be taken to
prevent this.

Mr. Chairman, I urge passage of this
bill, which would authorize programs
which are vital to our efforts to eradicate
hunger in America.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. CARTER. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in support of the school lunch program,
H.R. 515. I have been in contact with
the superintendents of schools through-
out my district, and all favor the enact-
ment of this bill. In many mountainous
counties of Appalachia, I am told by
these reliable people that the only good
food many of the children get is that
whieh is given them at school. They state
further that within a month after many
of the children have entered school they
take on a healthier appearance, they are
more alert and are more interested in
their work.

The school lunch program has been
greatly helpful to all the people of south-
eastern EKentucky. I strongly support the
enactment of this bill which has been
developed by the committee of which my
colleague, the gentleman from Kentucky
(Mr. PerEIns), is chairman. I wish to
compliment the chairman and also each
member of the committee on their ex-
cellent work.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, this bill is a good bill. The bill
was reported unanimously by the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor; it does
have the support of both the majority
and minority members of the committee;
it is nearly identical to a bill that was
passed unanimously by this House last
year.

At the time that this bill was con-
sidered by the committee, I attempted
to offer an amendment which was turned
down. My amendment touched on the
problem that the gentlewoman from
Michigan raised. In the form that this
bill reported to this House for consid-
eration, the requirement that there be
State tax money either appropriated
or utilized specifically for the school
lunch program in no way gives any
guidelines to the States concerning the
purposes for which this money may be
used.

The gentlewoman from Michigan is
correct in saying at this time that the
new revenue, using the budget figures for
fiscal year 1970 as presented by Presi-
dent Johnson, would equal approximately
$21,964,920, or 4 percent of the total
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matching requirements. The bill as ap-
proved by the committee provides very
little guidance as to how this money will
be used.

Let me suggest to the Members of this
House that this bill is not an appropri-
ation bill. It is nothing more than an im-
portant piece of legislation which does
provide a series of technical amendments
to the School Lunch Act and the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966 which the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor and
school people and educators throughout
this country support. It does require that
there be no segregation or identification
of those receiving free or reduced-price
lunches. It does emphasize—and I want
to stress the importance of that em-
phasis—the need for nutritional educa-
tion.

In addition, H.R. 515 provides for a
minimum level of support for the pro-
gram from State appropriated or utilized
funds. The existing law requires that
States match each dollar of Federal
money received under sections 4 and 5 of
the act with $3 collected from sources
within the State, including State and
local appropriations and the funds col-
lected from children in the local schools.
H.R. 515 as reported by the Committee
on Education and Labor would require
the States to pick up a minimum of 4
percent of the total matching require-
ment from State tax revenues, either
specifically appropriated or utilized to
support the school lunch program. H.R.
515 further provides for a biennial 2 per-
cent increase in the portion which must
come from State tax sources reaching a
maximum of 10 percent of the total
matching requirement beginning on July
1, 1976.

This provision is specifically aimed at
those States which now pass on the
major costs of the program to the chil-
dren who participate. In at least one
State, the children pay 100 percent of the
total matching requirement, and in a
good many others, the State now provides
less thar 1 percent of the matching re-
quirement. A few States have taken it
upon themselves to pay a substantial part
of the cost. Louisiana pays 36 percent of
the matching requirement.

The State of New York provides 20.9
percent and the State of Utah provides
19.9 percent. The State of Missouri pro-
vides 20.4 percent. In many of the other
States, however, it is quite clear very
little is being provided through State tax
revenues. This bill does not touch the
special milk program. A number of
Members have asked, both the majority
and the minority, about the effect of this
legislation on the special milk program.
There is no impact whatever. The issue
of the special milk program stems from
the budget proposals of Mr. Johnson. He
recommended eliminating that program
in fiscal year 1970 and transfering those
funds into section 11 of this act. This
bill does not have an effect on the spe-
cial milk program. We will have to face
that issue when we consider the budget.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I am glad
to yield to the gentleman.

Mr., WILLIAM D. FORD. I do not
want to interrupt the gentleman while
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he is discussing the school-lunch pro-
gram, but you used the expression a
moment ago of nutritional education.
This raised a problem in my congres-
sional district. The gentleman placed
great emphasis on this as a positive as-
pect of the bill in terms of education. Do
you mean that this would be in terms of
education of the children partaking of
food and learning the value of a bal-
anced diet or nutritional education in
terms of the people serving the food and
learning something in the process of
doing that?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I would
answer by saying that the stress of the
legislation as it comes to us is in terms
of the people serving the meals. An
amendment I intend to offer will clarify
these provisions, focusing on the devel-
opment of curricula, materials and
training programs for professionals and
paraprofessionals involved in nutrition,
as well as make these materials available
to local schools upon request for teach-
ing schoolchildren about nutrition. If my
amendment is adopted, the bill will pro-
vide nutrition education for students,
teachers and food service personnel.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I had
some discussion with the chairman of
this committee and I want to take this
opportunity to commend the chairman
and the gentleman from Wisconsin and
the other Members of this House for
bringing this bill out again.

This is an important contribution and
it has far-reaching effects which will be
very helpful toward resolving the prob-
lem of malnutrition in our young people.

Mr. Chairman, I firmly believe that the
goals of H.R. 515 to improve the national
school lunch program and strengthen its
focus on children of low-income young-
sters are very sound.

The provisions of this bill set strong
guidelines for school authorities, man-
dating that free and reduced price
lunches be distributed on the basis of
need, and that there shall be no overt
identification of children receiving free
or subsidized meals.

These get to the very heart of glaring
defects of the present program.

Also, I support the emphasis this bill
gives to nutrition training and educa-
tion in our Nation’s schools. The need
for help in this area was well illustrated
last year in a television documentary on
“Hunger in America” which showed how
many thousands of Americans are living
on nutritionally backward diets.

What disturbs me about this bill is
that it requires the States to up their
ante to meet the matching requirements
of the program. While it is true that
many States have contributed very little
to the school lunch program, outside of
money paid by youngsters for their
lunches, the reasons for meager State
contributions from tax revenue may not
lie in the lack of enthusiasm for the
lunch program.

The fact is that State and local gov-
ernments in America today are extremely
hard pressed for tax and budget dollars.
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Part of the State’s problems are frace-
able directly to the Federal Government.

Over the past few years the Federal
Government has promised high levels of
dollar participation in many of these
programs. These promises have gone par-
tially unsatisfied in many areas because
of the Vietnam war and the need for
Federal budget restraints.

The burden in each case has fallen tc
the States which are already saddled
with high and unpredictable welfare and
education costs.

Most States need the full-potential of
their taxing and borrowing powers just
to keep up with the demands of program
and population growth.

Like the Federal Government, State
and local governments face growing de-
mands for improved and expanded serv-
ices in education, in welfare, in economic
development, in pollution control, in
transportation, and in social programs.
Like the Federal Government, they face
skyrocketing salary and construction
costs, in fact, rising costs on every front.

This bill requires States which are not
already pulling their weight, to make a
higher level of tax dollar expenditure for
the school lunch program, but gives them
little promise of greater Federal respon-
sibility in return.

I am supporting this bill, but with the
strong reservation that we at the Federal
level must take a very sympathetic and
helpful view of the fiscal problems of
States and localities. It is unrealistic
from any standpoint for the Federal
Government to pile more responsibility
on these lower levels of government when
there is no prospeect that they can be
handled there under present circum-
stances.

I am interested in these things insofar
as it will affect the State of New York.
Will the gentleman please comment on
that situation and what this bill does
with regard to mandating expenses to
the State?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. In spe-
cific reference to the State of New York,
it already provides funds in excess of the
requirements of this bill. It now provides,
according to the latest data available,
20.9 percent of the matching funds from
State tax revenues. That, then, is double
the maximum that would be required by
H.R. 515. So your State will not have
the problem that other States may have
in terms of this new requirement.

In my additional views, to the com-
mittee report as the gentleman, I know,
is familiar, I intended to try to find a
way which would ease the burden to
the States by providing an incentive or
bonus formula with reference to the
commodities available from the Federal
Government.

Let me say that the Department of
Agriculture representatives and I spent
quite some time trying to work out a
system to accomplish this. However, it
was not possible within the limited
period of time I had to work on it with
them and I had to drop that idea. I hope
to pursue it. Because of the strain on
State resources I feel it would be ap-
propriate to make use of the incentive
concept.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further. I do want
to commend him for his study in this
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area. He has made an important con-
tribution toward an incentive for those
States who will find this a hard burden,
especially when they find these expenses
mandated requiring additional tax reve-
nues to participate in the program.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I thank
the gentleman from New York for his
comments.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I am
glad to yield to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Michigan.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Is there any re-
quirement in this bill that if a State pro-
vides a school lunch program for some
children that it must also provide a
school lunch program for all children?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. No. The
distinguished gentlewoman might dis-
cuss that matter with the chairman of
the Committee on Education and Labor.
I shall appreciate hearing the com-
ments of the chairman on that question.

The amendment that I have proposed
is essentially one which would require
that the new State tax revenue be
utilized solely for the purposes of sec-
tions 9 and 11 of the School Lunch Act.

Section 9 of the act relates to the
provision of free and reduced price meals
to children from low-income families
and section 11 provides special assist-
ance to schools in areas having a high
concentration of children from low-in-
come families.

The purpose of the amendment is to
provide some guidance as to how the ad-
ditional funds are to be used at the State
and local level. It would focus our effort
more precisely on those individuals and
schools who most urgently need to par-
ticipate in the program, but are unable
to at the present time either because
they must pay the full costs of the meals
or because the schools themselves do not
have food service facilities and equip-
ment.

All of the evidence accumulated to
date indicates that approximately 3
million needy students, as defined by the
Department of Agriculture, are not now
able to participate in the program. Our
inability to reach this group with the
school lunch program has led many
schools to seek funding under title I of
the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act to feed disadvantaged children.
Some $34 million of ESEA funds are now
being spent annually to feed children
who should be fed under the auspices
of the national school lunch program.
This money could be well used for addi-
tional educational programs for disad-
vantaged children, but school officials
have found that undernourished chil-
dren cannot learn no matter how effec-
tive the educational program.

At the present time the children who
most urgently need the program attend
schools in low-income areas which lack
the resources to participate in the pro-
gram. The budget requests of the De-
partment of Agriculture for fiscal 1970
seek additional funds to expand the pro-
gram in these areas, and the bill, HR.
515, provides for additional funding to
be supplied by the States. My amend-
ment simply provides guidelines for the
States, so that the funds required by
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the bill as reported by the committee will
be spent in an effective manner.

My amendment will not have any im-
pact on those States which are already
making a substantial effort, nor will it
require any State to make a contribution
any larger than that required by H.R.
515 as reported by the committee. It
would require that these additional funds
be focused on the areas of greatest need
as is presently the case with Federal
spending under the provisions of sections
9 and 11 of this act.

That may not be acceptable to the
chairman. However, the gentleman from
Kentucky and I have discussed this at
some length.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I vield to
the chairman of the committee.

Mr. PERKINS. Section 5 of the bill
provides for the additional money with
which to meet the requirement on the
part of the States.

On page 3 of the bill, commencing on
line 5 we say:

For each of the two fiscal years beginning
July 1, 1970, State tax revenues appropriated
or utilized—

Those two words are in your amend-
ment—
specifically for program purposes in the
schools or to defray the cost of intrastate
distribution of federally-donated commodi-
ties to the schools shall equal at least 4 per
centum of the matching requirement.

That is as far as we felt we should
go. We did not feel that we should limit
the space any further. We felt if we did,
as this amendment proposes to do, that
some school districts would be able to
receive free or reduced-price school
lunches while others would not receive
free or reduced-priced school lunches.

Also, if the gentleman can find any
administrator in Government, especially
those in the Department of Agriculture
who have had anything to do with this
school lunch program, that will state
that the gentleman’s amendment will
work effectively, I certainly would ac-
cept the amendment on my part as chair-
man of the Committee on Education
and Labor. However, everyone with
whom I have talked tells me that it is
completely unworkable. In addition to
that, this formula, this requirement on
the part of the States, was placed in
here to keep the school lunch program
solvent for all of the schoolchildren in
America.

Now, section 11—the one you are talk-
ing about—the needy youngster, the
needy school child, I think the members
of the committee know that we are all
interested in them and should give pref-
erence to the needy schoolchild.

Some money has been taken out of the
specialty program, and I agree with the
gentleman from Wisconsin, I believe that
was a mistake, and I do not know
whether it was put in section 11, but we
have additional money in section 11. But
I still say there is not nearly enough
money in section 11. But we have all the
authority in the world we need to do
something for the needy schoolteachers
in section 11, and in the Nutrition Act
where we provide free breakfast and
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equipment for the needy schoolchildren.
But the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin will disrupt the
whole school lunch program overall for
all the schoolchildren in America, and
throw the whole thing out of gear.

The amendment originally—the
matching requirement—was put in there
to keep the whole school lunch program

up.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I appre-
ciate the gentleman taking my time to
oppose my amendment. I only would say
to the gentleman that it is quite clear,
the record is there, and the record of the
hearings of the committee both of last
year and this year. There are some 100,-
000 schools in the country; 75,000 of the
schools have the program; 25,000 do not.
Of those 25,000, a substantial number are
located in areas where the need is
greatest.

I am trying to utilize the limited funds
that are available to service the largest
possible number of needy children which
I believe is the goal we are all striving
for.

Mr. Chairman, I shall not take the time
of the Committee at this point to go into
any further detail.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, would the
gentleman yield?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate
the gentleman yielding on that point.

Mr. Chairman, I am not always in
favor of evangelical zeal to extend a so-
ciological program to the nth degree,
to the end result of all arithmetical pro-
gression, but I believe I perhaps would be

in this case, for the milk program for
children.

Be that as it may, I have taken con-
siderable interest in this program, and I
have visited on National School Lunch
Day various schools, junior high schools,
high schools, grade schools, schools at the

elementary and secondary levels
throughout the district that I am privi-
leged to represent. I believe they do a
good job. I know there is a lot of pride on
the part of the people who prepare and
serve the lunches.

As a physician I am not particularly
worried about the nutritional aspects be-
cause these people have been feeding
their families, by and large, for a long
time.

My question is pertaining to some ru-
mors that are coming back to me by mail
that maybe they are going to throw all of
these people out who have been prepar-
ing these lunches for years, who have
made the program a success, who have
such pride in it, and who are doing a good
job—and this can be seen in the com-
plexions and faces of the children who
partake of the school lunches—and con-
tract it out to profitmaking organiza-
tions.

In the first place, Mr. Chairman, I do
not believe we can even do that. In the
second place, I believe and I know that it
would immediately raise the cost of the
school lunch program. And in the third
place, I have literally less the zeal to
spread this to the point of no return, in-
cluding all. I believe a pilot program for
mercenaries to feed our children, rather
than the cooperative effort of school
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boards to do this, will fall on foul play
and do more damage to the program than
it does good.

I wonder if the gentleman could make
a few remarks about the school pilot
project where we have been hiring Hot
Shoppes, or Stokeley-Van Camp, or
someone else to come into the schools
and actually susbidize the schools in an
effort to hire the so-called mercenaries—
and I have nothing against an honest
profit, but I just do not believe it applies
here when we started this program out
on the basis of getting rid of surplus
foods, and nourishing foods that we have
in our national warehouses.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. The gen-
tleman from Missouri is correct in saying
that there are, at this point, something
like six pilot programs whech have not
yet been started. No contracts have yet
been signed. None are in operation as of
today.

The six that they have proposed, may
I say to the gentleman from Missouri,
are only directed at schools in which
there are no facilities for serving hot
lunch programs. We have had a serious
problem, particularly in cities like Cleve-
land, Ohio, and Detroit, Mich., where a
vast number of older schools have no
kitchen facilities. They are going to try
to find out whether it is economically
feasible and effective to utilize profit-
making concerns to serve meals in those
schools.

Mr. HALL. My premise, if the gentle-
man will yield further—my premise that
it is the zeal and the enthusiasm to
spread the program into needy areas
produces these spurious telegrams.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. No, sir. I
do not think that is correct. The De-
partment of Agriculture in testimony be-
fore the committee—did not see changes
in this bill to allow the Department to go
into the profitmaking area.

I, for one, support the Department in
its effort to explore the feasibility of
using the resources of the private sector.

Mr. HALL. Whether it is called zeal
or equity or whatnot. I think this is a
sound program and I would not want to,
speaking for myself, see it die by its own
weight.

Would it be better to teach or to train
people in these schools, even if they
have to pay for their own services—as
happens in Army bases and camps—
where they could bring in a setup on the
playground in order to have a school
Ilunch program or have it taken over by
the school board or the PTA and let them
handle it locally?

I strongly hope and recommend that
this project not go any farther and that
it die in travail unborn.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. I would like to
ask the gentleman if at any time the
U.8. Department of Agriculture in the
question and answer period, was there
anything brought out about the amount
of imported cheese and powdered milk
or beef of any kind being used in the
school lunch program?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. To the
best of my knowledge the question may
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have been asked and the answer was that
only very little, if any at all, of the
obviously inferior imported dairy prod-
ucts are being used in this fine program.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. I know that the
gentleman has been greatly interested
in the dairy products that are used and
brought into this country—products that
are imported and that they had increased
by 300 percent. On the dairy imports in
this case, I think we want to be aware
of the fact that we are not furnishing
a program just to promote that kind of
operation when it comes to beef and
cheese and things of that nature. I think
it should be looked into in depth.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I concur
with the gentleman and I am sure the
committee will be very watchful when it
comes to that.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Michigan (Mrs. GRIFFITHS).

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr, Chairman, with
real reluctance I would support this bill.

Mr. Chairman, in my judgment. it is
almost a hypocrisy to say that we are
feeding the children of America. The
children of America that need to be fed
are not being fed by the school lunch
program, We are feeding moderate- and
high-income children a meal that is sub-
sidized by the Federal Government.

Under this bill, we are attempting to
get up to 10 percent of the cost from the
States. I would like to point out to you
that many of these States really cannot
afford this and the local school districts
cannot afford to equip a school to feed
children who need to be fed.

I have introduced into this Congress
a bill, H.R. 8585, which would feed every
child in America, at cost for those who
could pay; for those who could not af-
ford to pay, would be at the expense of
the Government. I would feed them not
one but three meals a day 52 weeks a
year. The total cost of that program
would be approximately $2.5 billion over
that which is now being spent. That bill
is my answer, really, to a guaranteed an-
nual income. I am for guaranteeing that
children under 16 years of age have a
decent diet.

I would like to point out to you that
at the present time the Agriculture De-
partment has a program set up to teach
people how to eat and how to cook. They
are going to hire 5,300 people by the first
day of July at a cost of $1.98 per hour—
I figured that out to amount to almost
a half million dollars a week—to go to
200,000 families and teach them how to
cook.

I would like to point out to you that
I know how to cook. In order to be able
to cook a decent, nutritious meal you
have to have available to you a wide se-
lection of foods. You have to have a
constant source of heat. You have to have
a constant source of refrigeration. And
you have to have transportation to a
market.

‘We are not going to put into a guaran-
teed income, nor any welfare program,
sufficlent money to cover such expenses
and the Department of Agriculture is
not going to, according to their figures,
is not going to guarantee the things that
are necessary to cook a nutritious meal.
It would be cheaper for everyone if we
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would simply take the children in the
school system and feed them. Those chil-
dren can be relied upon to teach their
parents. But of all the bills that can be
introduced into this Congress—the bill
now before you works most unfairly
against the big-city schools.

I would like to point out that in Minne-
apolis, Minn., only nine elementary
schools out of a total of 71 participate in
the school lunch program—51 percent
of the children in the city are excluded
because they go to schools with no facili-
ties.

In Detroit, Mich., 79 out of 224 ele-
mentary schools participate. But of those
not participating, 78 are located in the
slums.

In Springfield, Mass., one-third of the
elementary schools are eliminated from
the school lunch program because they
have no facilities.

I would also like to point out on behalf
of the South that while these statements
go uniformly across northern cities, the
investigators found that in the Southern
States, in big cities there was no uniform
exclusion of children. They uniformly
fed them a school lunch.

I am for a bill that guarantees that
those who do not now eat, those who
are the hungriest, those who are the
poorest, be fed. What we are going to do
in this bill is to require that your State
now pay at least 10 percent of the lunch
bill for those in moderate to well-to-do
circumstances.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tlewoman from Michigan has expired.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.

Chairman, I yield 2 additional minutes

to the gentlewoman from Michigan.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from Michigan is recognized for 2 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. I yield to the gentle-
man from EKentucky, the committee
chairman.

Mr. PERKINS. Let me compliment the
gentlewoman from Michigan (Mrs. GRIF-
rFiTHS) for offering her school lunch pro-
gram. I am the first to admit that we are
not doing enough in this country for the
children really in need. We wrote section
11 into the school lunch program and
it went for 3 years and we did not get a
dime of money to concentrate on the
needy schoolchildren in the ghettos and
the real rural areas where they needed
it.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. In the first place,
may I say to the gentleman, the school
lunch program really is a welfare pro-
gram. It is entirely possible many parents
would not like to admit this, but more
than 25 percent of this bill is being paid
by the Federal Government, Perhaps in
the strata to which the lunch program is
extended, we should refer to it as a sub-
sidized program, but this program should
be under the control of the welfare de-
partment. It is a very big problem to the
school system. They do not want to go
into the problem of who needs the lunch.
They do not want to see to it that chil-
dren are protected who are receiving
free lunches. They do not try to set up a
program that gives a parent with several
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children in the school a reduced price on
these lunches.

So in reality when this program is
passed, Bloomfield Hills, which has a
very high income, and also Grosse Point,
Mich., will be getting subsidized school
lunch programs, but in the ghettos of
Detroit, nobody will be fed.

I make these points because I feel that
the average person in this country be-
lieves that every child can get his lunch
at school. I am sure that Americans are
not willing that children go hungry: nor
that a subsidized program be available
only to a limited number of children.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin, Mr.
Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
Hawaii (Mr. MaTsuNAcaA) such time as he
may consume.

Mr. MATSUNAGA., Mr, Chairman, as
one who in the past has voted for the
National School Lunch Act and the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966, I rise in support
of H.R. 515, which would strengthen and
clarify these two outstanding programs
to aid the children of America.

When the Child Nutrition Act of 1966
was being considered by this body on
September 1 of that year, I urged the
enactment of that measure as a logical
sequel to the two then existing programs,
the national school lunch program and
the special school milk program, both of
which were, and they still are, highly
acclaimed for their valuable contribu-
tions to the health and well-being of boys
and girls in elementary and secondary
schools. We were more concerned then
with the goals we sought to reach than
with the means to be used in their at-
tainment. A hungry schoolchild, we said,
is a child in need of adequate amounts of
good wholesome food. By means of the
Child Nutrition Act of 1966, we agreed
such food would be provided these hun-
gry and malnourished schoolchildren.

We were not seriously concerned then,
but we are deeply concerned today, with
respect to the possible adverse psycholog-
ical effects upon the children these pro-
grams are designed to benefit. There is
ever present the possibility that irrepara-
ble harm might unwittingly be inflicted
upon a recipient child who may smart
under the stigma, real or imagined, that
he is somehow different from his school-
mates who are not beneficiaries under
any of the programs.

H.R. 515 recognizes that a child in
need may also be a proud and self-re-
specting individual. It therefore not only
spells out the basis of need criteria, but
it also does something which I believe
is of equal if not greater importance.
H.R. 515 specifically provides that the
anonymity of the participating school
child shall be preserved.

Another provision of the legislation
that is particularly noteworthy is the
concept of granting advance funding au-
thority which Congress adopted in the
Vocational Education Act Amendments
of 1968. Its inclusion in H.R. 515 ought
to insure the continuity and reliability
of the children’s food service programs
presently in operation.

The aim of these programs clearly is
to provide nutritional meals to children.
This aim would be thwarted if the par-
ticipating children are served meals that
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are not well-balanced and nutritious.
Nutrition education activities on the part
of personnel involved in the several pro-
grams are therefore essential, and H.R.
515 meets this need by authorizing nutri-
tion training in connection with the
school food service programs.

Mr. Chairman, these and other pro-
visions in H.R. 515 make it a necessary
implementing vehicle to strengthen our
existing children’s food service programs.
It deserves our unanimous vote.

Mr. GILBERT, Mr. Chairman, there
are several features of the bill before us
today which I believe are particularly
important. The first of these is the pro-
vision that States shall begin to put up
some money from their own resources to
meet part of matehing requirements un-
der the school lunch program. There has
been a matching formula in the National
School Lunch Act since that measure was
passed in 1946. That matching formula
requires the States to put up $3 for every
dollar of Federal cash reimbursement
provided for the regular lunch program.
There has never been any problem for
the States in meeting these matching re-
quirements, frequently without putting
up a dime of State tax money except for
State administrative expenses. This has
been and is possible because children’s
payments for the lunches served have al-
ways counted toward the matching re-
quirement. Very few States have put in
substantial amounts of money to assist
in expanding the lunch program for their
children.

We are not eliminating children’s pay-
ments as a State asset in meeting the re-
quirement. We are just saying that all
States—and not just some States—must
begin to put up some money to help
feed youngsters in the school lunch pro-
gram. To facilitate adjustment to this,
we are providing that the child nutrition
programs may be funded a year in ad-
vance. In this way, the States will know
well ahead of date how much they will
need to appropriate as their share. And
perhaps even more important, the States
will be able to plan ahead for program
expansion. Local schools will be able to
set meal prices with confidence at the
beginning of the school year because
they will know what level of Federal and
State support they can count on.

The bill before us also strengthens
provisions prohibiting identification of
children unable to pay the full cost of
lunches and authorizes grants to States
for nutrition training in connection with
school food service programs.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
these provisions to amend and strength-
en the National School Lunch Act. I do
not think anyone questions the value of
this program. We have witnessed its suc-
cess; we are aware of the need to con-

. tinue the program and to make it avail-

able to more needy children. The school
lunch program is one of the most effec-
tive means of reaching children in pov-
erty areas—both urban and rural—and
of providing every schoolchild with at
least one nutritious meal a day.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, while I
support today, as I have in the past, con-
tinued improvements in the children’s
food service programs, I am deeply con-
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cerned about the implications of section
2(b) of H.R. 515, the legislation before
us today.

This section requires that beginning in
fiscal year 1971—about 15 months from
now—the State appropriated funds must
equal at least 4 percent of the matching
requirements of the school lunch pro-
gram. In fiscal 1973, the matching re-
quirement will rise to 6 percent, in fiscal
1975, to 8 percent, and after fiscal 1977,
it will rise to 10 percent.

In my State of Ohio, schoolchildren
benefit from $5.5 million in Federal funds
for the school lunch program. This is
matched by some $16.5 million in local
funds, with the State picking up certain
administrative expenses. This will mean
that in 15 months, the State of Ohio
will have to come up with an additional
$670,000 in educational funds to allow
continued participation in this vital pro-
gram.

Ohio is a rich State, and I have long
deplored its failure to provide more edu-
cational assistance for the hard-pressed
local school districts of the State. The
past year has seen dozens of local levies
and bond issues for the support of schools
defeated in Ohio. Services and actual
schooldays in the major city of Youngs-
town have been curtailed. A number of
smaller cities and villages have suffered a
“taxpayers revolt” against school taxes.
What is needed is to remove some of the
tax burden from the local levels. And yet
the tax situation on the State level, the
burden of taxes, and perhaps, the in-
ability of many of the States to tax
themselves to provide for needed services
is also one of the greatest problems facing
the Nation.

This is not the time to require the
States to pick up 4 to 10 percent of the
program cost. It would be my hope, in
fact, that the Federal Government could
provide a larger proportion of the fund-
ing of the program, thus relieving the
States and local communities of this
special burden.

At this very time of general concern
over hunger and malnutrition in Amer-
ica, it would be tragic to jeopardize the
success of the school lunch program.

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, the bill, H.R. 515, is designed
to make needed permanent changes in
the National School Lunch Act and the
Child Nutrition Act to provide better use
of the funds authorized.

The amendments proposed in H.R. 515
in and of themselves do not affect the
authorizations of appropriations.

As the report on the bill indicates, H.R.
515 was supported by the former admin-
istration and is supported by the present
administration.

So this bill is a bipartisan bill sup-
ported by the present Republican ad-
ministration and the preceding Demo-
cratic administration and is supported
by the members, majority and minority,
of the Committee on Education and
Labor.

The purpose of the legislation is to
make sure that we are discharging our
responsibility to provide the framework
so that if the Congress, wearing its ap-
propriations hat, provides the necessary
financing, no child will have his learn-
ing ability impaired because he or she
is hungry.
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As a result of the rather extensive
hearings conducted in 1968 by the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor, as well
as a result of House approval of three
bills, one of which was substantially the
same as the present bill, the Department
of Agriculture was given for fiscal year
1869 an additional $43 million for sup-
port of school food services being ex-
tended to hungry children. In the cur-
rent fiscal year that $43 million is sup-
porting the provision of free or reduced-
price meals to 1,000,700 who were not
receiving the service last year.

Currently, school food service pro-
grams, administered by the Department
of Agriculture, are reaching a total of
19,400,000 children, of whom 4,100,000
are receiving free or reduced-price meals.
This means that slightly more than one
out of every five meals being served un-
der Department of Agriculture assisted
programs is going to a needy child.

As good as that record is it must be
better. The best estimate that we have
is that the total number of children in
need of free or reduced-price meals is in
the neighborhood of 6.5 million so we
are falling short by about 2.5 million
children.

The budget request for fiscal year 1970
adds about $291 additional million for
school feeding purposes of which ap-
proximately $111 million is proposed for
section 11 purposes.

This is a section added to the School
Lunch Act in 1962 which provides spe-
cial assistance to schools drawing attend-
ance from areas in which poor eco-
nomic conditions exist for the purposes
of helping such schools to meet the re-
quirement of section 9 of this act con-
cerning the service of lunches to chil-
dren unable to pay the full cost of such
lunches.

We have the testimony of former Sec-
retary Freeman and of those designated
to speak for Secretary Hardin that these
will enable the Department to achieve
the goal of this House that there shall
be no hungry child attending school or
in an institutional environment any
place in the United States.

I urge approval of this legislation.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I
would hope and urge that this House
speedily approve this measure before us,
H.R. 515, designed to improve and ex-
pand the provisions of the National
School Lunch Act and the Child Nutri-
tion Act of 1966.

The provisions in this present measure
will clarify the responsibilities related to
providing free and reduced-price meals
and prevent discrimination against chil-
dren. The bill’s provisions will also and
more equitably revise the current pro-
gram’'s State fund matching require-
ments and consolidate and strengthen
the nutrition training and food service
programs for all the children in our
schools and service institutions.

In other words, this bill is proposed
and designed, based upon the experience
of previous legislation, to make the food
service programs for school children in
the country totally effective.

The foods to be provided to our chil-
dren under these programs will be guar-
anteed to contain nutrients essential for
good health; they will give the school-
child a healthy start each morning for a

March 20, 1969

wholesome day of the fullest accomplish-
ment and instruct each individual in the
formation of proper diet habits. It is
axiomatic that a healthy child is a happy
child and that a well-nourished child
lekslaﬂrgs better than an undernourished
c .

In brief, this bill represents a most
prudent investment in the future of
America through the encouragement of
a healthy, well-nourished, wholesome
American youth in the best educational
environment we can devise., Let us ap-
prove this patriotic investment without
further delay.

Mr. MIKVA. Mr, Chairman, this state-
ment is a revised copy of my testimony
before the House Education and Labor
Committee on H.R. 515. I am happy to
note that Chairman Perxins has said
that the unfortunate situation in the
State of Illinois described in my state-
ment is covered by the new provisions of
H.R. 515 and will preclude any further
misunderstandings of that sort.

The statement referred to follows:

STATEMENT OF ABNER J. MIEVA OF ILLINOIS
TO THE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND
LaBOR OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
IN SUPPORT OF H.R. 4832, To AMEND SEC-
TION 8 OF THE NATIONAL ScHooL LUNCH
Act

Mr. Chairman, it is my pleasure to have
the opportunity to submit this statement
for inclusion in the Committee's hearings
on amendments to the National School
Lunch Act. My reason for submitting this
statement is to explain to the Committee,
and to its distinguished Chairman, the need
for my bill—a need which has been demon-
strated by an unfortunate situation in my
home State of Illinois.

Before I describe the circumstances which
gave rise to HR. 4832, I should note how
delighted I was to find that my bill coin-
cides in Intent, if not in detail, with pro-
posals of the Chairman of this Committee,
Mr. Perkins. I have seen that section 1 of the
Chairman’s bill, H.R. 515, is designed to in-
corporate into the statute more specific pro-
cedures by which local school authorities will
determine eligibility for free or reduced-
price school lunches. Section 1 will also in-
corporate Into the law safeguards on the
anonymity of children who are intended to
benefit from the school lunch program. My
bill, HR. 4832, would also attempt to safe-
guard the anonymity of benefiting children,
but would do so in a more explicit way than
the language contemplated in section 1(b)
of H.R. 515. The reason I belleve this more
explicit protection is necessary is described
below.

Last October, the Department of Agricul-
ture, in an attempt to rationalize the pro-
cedures by which eligibility for the Free
School Lunch Program is determined, pub-
lished amendments to its regulations gov-
erning the program. These regulations re-
quired that local school authorities estab-
lish a written policy for determining which
children at schools under its jurisdiction
would qualify for free or reduced price
lunches and which would not. The idea was
obviously to make certain that eligibility
was being determined on a fair basis, and
that no irrelevant factors were belng con-
sidered in determining such eligibility. The
new Department of Agriculture regulations
specified that such criteria as “level of fam-
ily income (including welfare grants), the
numpber in the family unit, and the number
of children in the family in attendance,”
should be considered.

The new Agriculture regulations were not
intended to require that families of chil-
dren who are free school lunch recipients
identify themselves, or that the familles be
required to file detailed written applications
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which negate the protection of the children’s
identity. In fact the new regulations specif-
ically required that the new policies “pro-
tect the anonymity of the children receiving
free or reduced price lunches in order that
such children shall not be identified as such
to their peers.”

This Committee is certainly familiar with
these two requirements of the Agriculture
regulations—the written policy and the pro-
tection of recipients’ anonymity—since some
of the regulations’ language s included In
section 1 of H.R. 515. What the Committee
may not be familiar with is how these regu-
lations were misinterpreted by state educa-
tion officlals, and how this misinterpretation
placed local school officials in the embarrass-
ing position of asking families of free school
lunch reciplents to apply for benefits under
the program. I can testify to this misinter-
pretation and this embarrassment, because
it happened in the State of Illinois.

Upon receipt of the Department of Agri-
culture requirements, the Office of the Illi-
nois Superintendent of Public Instruction
prepared a lengthy letter to all school author-
itiles who were then participating in the
National School Lunch Program. This letter
described the written policy requirement of
the new Agriculture regulation, but ap-
parently overlooked completely the provision
to protect the anonymity of the children in-
volved. Superintendent Page’'s letter included
a sample policy statement for local school
boards to use, and a sample application
statement for familles of free school lunch
reciplents, Although the letter stated that
“a written application is not mandatory,” it
went on to add that “we belleve that the use
of such an application will ease the task of
the person responsible for the determina-
tions.” In other words, Mr. Chairman, for the
sake of administrative convenience the ex-
press safeguard of the child’s anonymity in
the Agriculture regulations was ignored. How
would it be possible for a child's family to

submit a written application for free school
lunches and still have the anonymity of the

children involved be protected? I submit
that it is not possible.

The Superintendent’s letter is attached as
Exhibit 1 to my statement. I believe that
anyone who reads it will agree that it was a
falr interpretation to say that the State was
encouraging local school authorities to re-
quire applications from families of potential
free school lunch recipients, Thus the Board
of Education of the City of Chicago felt
helpless to do anything except require the
onerous and distasteful “application for free
school lunches” which the State had recom-
mended. I include as Exhibit 2 a copy of a
news story from the Chicago Daily News
which describes the dismay of some Chicago
School Board members at having to “re-
quire” families to “apply” for free school
lunches for their children.

Mr. Chairman, mandatory applications for
free school lunches are completely at odds
with Congress' express intent in passing and
funding the National School Lunch Act. Both
the Act and the Department of Agriculture
regulations make clear that beneficiaries of
the program are not to be identified. The
worthy goals of the Department of Agricul-
ture in attempting to rationalize the selec-
tion procedure for free school lunchrecipients
should not be allowed to cloak a procedure
which will surely result in the identification
of the children receiving free or reduced
price lunches. The information on family in-
come and welfare status which the Agricul-
ture regulations contemplate is available
from city and State welfare agencles—there
is simply no need to require parents to fur-
nish this information. No need, that is, ex-
cept administrative convenlence.

Unfortunately the misinterpretation of
Congressional intent which the Illinois State
requirements demonstrate was not remedied
by the new Secretary of Agriculture. Hoping
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that the unhappy situation which arose in
Illinois might be corrected by administra-
tive action, I wrote to the Secretary of Agri-
culture to ask that he clarify the import of
Agriculture’s October change in National
School Lunch regulations. To my regret, Mr.
Chairman, Under Secretary Phil J. Campbell
answered by letter in a most unresponsive
way. I have included Under Secretary Camp-
bell’s letter with my testimony as Exhibit 3,
but I quote the following crucial sentences
to make a point:

“Amendment 8 to the regulations was not
intended to prohibit school boards from re-
questing financial information from free
lunch applicants. In fact, a school board
needs financial information on families who
are applying for free or reduced price
lunches.”

The point, as I tried to explain in my let-
ter to Secretary Hardin, is not that the boards
need information on a family's financial
status—I certainly agree. The point is: where
will the board get this Information? Mr.
Campbell seems to assume that if a local
board is to have the information, it must
come from the family itself. This is not sc.
The Information is available from other pub-
lic agencies, What Is more, Mr. Chairman, if
the school board does require “financial in-
formation from free lunch applicants,” as
Under Secretary Campbell says they may un-
der Department policy, then I say the ano-
nymity of free lunch recipients which Con-
gress so carefully sought to maintain will
inevitably be destroyed.

The situation I have just described is what
led to the introduction of my bill, HR. 4832,
Having carefully reviewed H.R. 515, I feel that
in order to guarantee that there are no repe-
titions of what happened in Illinois and Chi-
cago, this committee should satisfy itself that
the language contained in section 1(b) of
H.R. 515, is strong enough. After all, Mr.
Chairman, If the Superintendent of Public
Instruction in Illinois could misinterpret the
Agriculture regulations, it seems to me he
might misinterpret the statutory language
proposed in H,R. 515. Only if the committee
feels that the existing language of HR. 515
already includes the new sentence which my
bill adds to Section 9 of the National School
Lunch Act, and only if it feels that H.R. 515
would eliminate all doubt about the Con-
gress’ feeling on the matter of “applications
for free school lunches,” should 1t report H.R.
515 as it now reads.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the strongest argu-
ment which I can make against “written ap-
plications” and requiring parents to disclose
their welfare status is that these require-
ments run the risk of endangering the cen-
tral purpose of the free school lunch pro-
gram. What I am saying is that the kind of
application requirement which the State of
Illinois has told local school authorities they
must establish will ultimately deprive many
needy children of the benefits of the free
school lunch program. When families that
are already degraded by the demeaning tests
and oaths which unfortunately form part of
our present welfare systems are now asked
to apply for free school lunches for their chil-
dren, many of them simply will not do It.
Contrary to the popular image, many of
these families are proud, and will suffer no
more humiliation than they must to receive
the meager welfare benefits we now confer
upon them. The free school lunch application
would be just one more indignity to add to
the rest—and I submit that many families
would not apply even for the benefit of their
own children.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I have no further requests for
time.

The CHAIRMAN. There being no fur-
ther requests for time, the Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:
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Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That—

FREE AND REDUCED-PRICE MEALS

(a) SBection 9 of the National School
Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751) and section 4(e)
of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C.
1771) are each amended by inserting after
the second sentence, a new sentence: “Such
determinations shall be made by local school
authorities in accordance with a publicly an-
nounced policy and plan applied equitably on
the basis of criteria which, as & minimum,
shall include the level of family income, in-
cluding welfare grants, the number in the
family unit, and the number of children in
the family unit attending school or service
institutions.”

(b) Section 9 of the National School Lunch
Act is further amended by inserting before
the period at the end of the former third
sentence, and section 4(e) of the Child Nutri-
tlon Act of 1966 and section 13(f) of the Na-
tional School Lunch Act are further amended
by inserting before the period at the end of
the former fourth sentences of each the fol-
lowing: “nor shall there be any overt identifi-
cation of any such child by means such as
special tokens or tickets or by announced or
published lists of names’.

(c) Section 13(f) of the National School
Lunch Act is amended by inserting after the
second sentence, a new sentence: “Such de-
terminations shall be made by the service in-
stitution authorities in accordance with a
publicly announced policy and plan applied
equitably on the basis of criteria which, as a
minimum, shall include the level of family
income, including welfare grants, the number
in the family unit, and the number of chil-
dren in the family unit attending school or
service institutions.”

APPROPRIATION AND MATCHING

SEc. 2. (a) Seotion 3 of the National School
Lunch Act is amended by inserting at the
end thereof: “Appropriations to carry out
the provisions of this Act and of the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966 for any fiscal year are
authorized to be made a year in advance of
the beginning of the fiscal year in which the
funds will become available for disburse-
ment to the States."

(b) Section 7 of the National School Lunch
Act is amended by inserting immediately be-
fore the last sentence of the section the fol-
lowing:

“For each of the two fiscal years begin-
ning July 1, 1970, State tax revenues appro-
priated or utilized specifically for use for pro-
gram purposes in the schools or to defray the
cost of intrastate distribution of federally-
donated commodities to the schools shall
equal at least 4 per centum of the matching
requirement; for each of the two succeeding
fiscal years, at least 6 per centum of the
matching requirement; for each of the sub-
sequent succeeding two years, at least 8 per
centum of the matching requirement; and
for each fiscal year thereafter, at least 10
per centum of the matching requirement.”

(c) The first sentence of section 10 and
section 12(d)(6) of the National School
Lunch Act are amended by striking the words
“preceding fiscal year” and inserting in lleu
thereof the following: *“latest completed
program year immediately prior to the flscal
year In which the Federal appropriation is
requested”.

NUTRITION TRAINING AND EDUCATION

Sec. 3. Section 6 of the Natlonal School
Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1755) is amended by
striking the entire first sentence and insert-
ing in lleu thereof the following: “The funds
appropriated directly or by transfer from
other accounts for any fiscal year for carry-
ing out the provisions of this Act, and for
carrying out the provisilons of the Child

Nutrition Act of 1966, other than section 3
thereof, less not to exceed 3% per centum
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thereof which per centum Is hereby made
available to the Secretary for his adminis-
trative expenses under this Act and under
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, less the
amount apportioned by him pursuant to
sections 4, 5, and 10 of this Act less the
amount appropriated pursuant to section 11
and section 13 of this Act and sections 4,
6, and 7 of the Child Nutrition Act, and less
not to exceed 1 per centum of the funds
appropriated for carrying out the programs
under this Act and the programs under the
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 other than sec-
tlon 3 which per centum is hereby made
available to the Secretary to supplement the
nutritional benefits of these programs
through grants to States and other means
for nutritional training and education for
workers, cooperators, and participants in
these programs and for necessary surveys and
studies of requirements for food service pro-
grams in furtherance of the purposes ex-
pressed in section 2 of this Act and section 2
of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, shall be
available to the Secretary during such year
for direct expenditure by him for agricultural
commodities and other foods to be distrib-
uted among the States and schools and serv-
ice institutions participating in the food
service under this Act and under
the Child Nutrition Aet in accordance with
the needs as determined by the local school
and service institution authorities.”

INCLUSION OF TRUST TERRITORY

Sec. 4 (a) Section 12(d) (1) of the National
School Lunch Act is amended by striking
the word “‘or” that precedes the term “Amer-
ican Samoa” and by adding at the end of
the sentence the following: *“or the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands.”

(b) Section 15(a) of the Child Nutrition
Act of 1966 is amended by striking the word
“or" that precedes the term ‘“American
SBamoa" and by adding at the end of the
sentence the following: “or the Trust Terri-
tory of the Pacific Islands”.

(¢) The National School Lunch Act and
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 are amended by
inserting the phrase, “and the Trust Territory
of the Pacific Islands” after the term “Amer-
ican Samoa"” wherever that term appears In
such Acts other than In the sections amended
by subsection (a) and (b) of this sectlon and
other than the proviso in section 11(b) and
in section 4 of the National School Lunch
Act.

EQUIPMENT RENTAL

Sec. 5. SBection 5(c) of the Child Nutrition
Act of 1966 is amended by striking the period
at the end of the first sentence and inserting
at the end thereof “through purchase or
rental.”

STATE ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

Sec. 6. (a) Section 7 of the Child Nutrition
Act of 1966 is amended by inserting in the
first sentence following the phrase “its ad-
ministrative expenses”, the following: “or
for the administrative expenses of any other
designated State agency”, and by inserting
after the phrase “the local school districts”,
the words “and service Institutions”™.

(b) Section 7 of the Child Nutrition Act
of 1966 is further amended by inserting at
the end of the second sentence the following:
“including additional activities undertaken
in the distribution of donated commodities."”

REGULATIONS

Sec. 7. (a) Section 9 of the National School
Lunch Act is amended by inserting at the
end thereof a new sentence: “The Secretary
is authorized to prescribe terms and condi-
tions respecting the use of commodities
donated under said section 32 and section
416 of the Agricultural Act of 1948 as will
maximize the nutritional and financial con-
tributions of such donated commodities in
schools recelving such commodities.”

(b) Section 10 of the Child Nutrition Act
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of 1966 is amended by striking the perlod at
the end thereof and inserting the following:
“and the National School Lunch Act, includ-
ing regulations relating to the service of
food in participating school and service insti-
tutions in competition with the programs
authorized under this Act and the National
School Lunch Act. In such regulations the
Secretary may provide for interchange of
funds by any State between the programs
authorized under this Act and the National
School Lunch Act on the basis of an ap-
proved State plan of operation for the use
of the funds and may provide for the reserve
from the apportionments to the States of not
to exceed 1 per centum of available funds
for special developmental projects.”

Mr. PERKINS (during the reading).
Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the bill be considered as read and
open to amendment at any point.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will re-
port the committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

On page 3, line 16, after “appropriated” in-
sert “or utilized”, and strike out “for use".

The committee amendment was agreed

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STEIGER OF
WISCONSIN

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. STEIGER of Wis-
consin: On page 3, line 24, immediately after
the period insert: “The State tax revenues,
made avallable pursuant to the preceding
sentence, shall be expended, to the extent
the State deems practicable, proportionate
to the State’s allocation of Federal funds for
programs authorized under sections 4 and 11
of the National School Lunch Act, section
4(a) as amended, and section 5 of the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966."

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, this amendment does not do
what I would like to have done as I stated
earlier. It does, however, meet with the
approval of the chairman of the
committee.

I should be quite honest with the mem-
bers of this committee in telling them
that my concern is if we do not adopt
something along this line, we will have
defaulted in our responsibility to assure
that those children in greatest need of
nutritional supplements do in fact re-
ceive them.

This amendment, very simply, would
say that the new State tax revenue re-
quired by H.R. 515 shall be expended, to
the extent practicable, proportionate to
the State’s allocation of Federal funds for
programs authorized under sections 4
and 11 of the National School Lunch Act,
section 4(a), as amended, and section 5
of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Kentucky, the chair-
man of the committee.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I am
altogether in accord with the purposes
that the gentleman is seeking to accom-
plish. I know later on all of us will have
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the opportunity to support legislation for
the most needy school youngsters.

But, if I understand the gentleman's
amendment correctly, the amendment
now reads:

The State tax revenues, made available
pursuant to the preceding sentence, shall
be expended, to the extent the State deems
practicable, proportionate to the State’s allo-
cation of Federal funds for programs author-
ized under sections 4 and 11 of the National
School Lunch Act, section 4(a), as amended,
ané:l'8 section 5 of the Child Nutrition Act of
19686.

Is that the exact wording of the gen-
tleman’s amendment which he is now
offering?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. It is.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I have
no objections to that amendment, and I
do not think anyone on this side of the
aisle has any objection.

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. STEIGER).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STEIGER OF
WISCONSIN

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin, Mr, Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Steicer of Wis-
consin: On page 7, after line 18, insert:

““COORDINATION OF EFFORT

“8Ec. 8. Section 6 of the National School
Lunch Act is amended by inserting at the
end thereof the following: “The Secretary of
Agriculture and the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare shall cooperate in a co-
ordinated effort (1) to develop curriculums,
training programs, and materials to be made
avallable to educational institutions for the
improvement of training and education in
nutrition for professional and paraprofes-
slonal persons engaged in school food service,
and to be made avallable to State and.local
school systems upon their request for use
in nutrition education and training for stu-
dents; and (2) to evaluate the adequacy and
effectiveness of food programs conducted un-
der the authority of various acts adminis-
tered by the Department of Agriculture and
the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare in meeting the nutritional and
health needs of schoolchildren (including
children in preschool programs).’ ™

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from
Wisconsin is recognized for 5 minutes
in support of his amendment.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to ask the gentleman a question.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I will be
happy to yield to the chairman.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, person-
ally I entertain some reservations about
this amendment, because I think the co-
ordination is presently taking place be-
tween HEW and OEO and the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, but at the State
level I am wondering if the wording of
that amendment would interfere with the
distribution of the commodities or any
reimbursable funds that are made avail-
able to the various local school lunch
programs. What is the gentleman’s re-
sponse to that?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I would respond to your ques-
tion by saying that this in no way affects
anything at the State or local level, The
amendment quite clearly states the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, who in the end has
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responsibility for this program, and the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare shall cooperate in a coordinated
effort: First, to develop curriculums,
training programs, and materials to be
made available to educational institu-
tions for the improvement of training
and education in nutrition for profes-
sional and para-professional persons en-
gaged in school food service, and to be
made available to State and local school
systems upon their request for use in
nutrition education and training for stu-
dents, and Second, to evaluate the
adequacy and effectiveness of food pro-
grams conducted under the authority of
various acts administered by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture and the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare in
meeting the nutritional and health needs
of school children, including children in
preschool programs.

The amendment would insure the co-
operation of the secretaries and would:
First, make available to the Department
of Agriculture the knowledge now in
HEW about the state of the Nation’s
health and nutritional needs, in order
to provide for more realistic program
evaluation; second, make available to
those administering the school lunch
program sufficient expertise to insure a
proper emphasis on the educational ben-
efits of the program; and third, make
abundantly clear the desire of the Con-
gress that the agencies expending funds
under title I of ESEA and the School
Lunch Act work together to insure bene-
fits for all who qualify while keeping
duplication of effort to a minimum.

Mr. PERKINS. One further guestion.
Does the gentleman's amendment in any
way affect the Department of Agricul-
ture in the procurement, distribution,
and donation of the various commodi-
ties to the States and local educational
agencies? Is that your interpretation of
the amendment? It does not affect it in
any way?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. It in no
way affects procurement, distribution, or
donations of commodities.

Mr. PERKINS. Then, the sole purpose
of the gentleman’s amendment, I take
it, is to coordinate at the Federal level
with the Office of Economic Opportunity,
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, and the Department of
Agriculture to make sure that no funds
are thrown out or wasted. Is that cor-
rect? .

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. That is
correct with one exception, the Office
of Economic Opportunity is not in-
cluded in the amendment. It is designed
to insure that there is cooperation be-
tween the Department of Health, Ed-
ucation, and Welfare and the Depart-
ment of Agriculture.

Mr. PERKINS. Now another question.
Your amendment does not in anywise,
I take it, interfere with the training
programs presently going on and inau-
gurated by the Department of Agricul-
ture under the State extension service?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. No, sir.

Mr. PERKINS. And under the Coop-
erative Educational Act; is that correct?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Yes, sir;
that is correct.
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Mr. PERKINS. Now, if in the event
of a dispute about the distribution of
commodities or dispute about the reim-
bursement of funds would the gentle-
man’s amendment as presently written
prohibit the Department of Agriculture
from making any determination, assum-
ing that everyone did not go along in
the manner in which they should?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. No, sir.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I yield
to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. KYL. The gentleman from Wis-
consin is a member of the committee
which brings this bill to the floor; is he
not?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Yes, sir.

Mr. KYL. A moment ago the gentle-
man introduced an amendment which
was agreed to by the chairman of the
full Committee on Education and Labor.
He said he knew there was no objection
:351 that amendment on that side of the

e,

Now we have an amendment which
has been introduced here in the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union and apparently there was
not any disagreement on this one.

I would like to ask the gentleman why
these amendments were not brought up
in the committee before this bill came
to the fioor.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. In re-
sponse to the question of the gentle-
man from Iowa, I must say that every
effort was made to get this bill out onto
the floor for consideration as quickly as
possible. The chairman of the full com-
mittee, at the time this bill was con-
sidered, wanted to have it brought to the
floor under a suspension of the rules on
the Suspension Calendar, with 20 min-
utes of debate for each side with no
amendments allowed. I objected to that
procedure because I felt there were
amendments which could be considered
and would improve the program. Fur-
thermore I wanted to protect the rights
of the Members of the House to work
their will,

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, would it have
taken any longer in the committee to
consider these amendments as it now
takes on the floor to consider them?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Not nec-
essarily.

Mr. KYL. The gentleman’s committee
sometimes confuses me in its delibera-
tions. It seems to me that each time one
of these bills comes to the floor from the
Committee on Education and Labor it
has to be rewritten on the floor. It makes
me wonder when a bill comes from the
Committee on Education and Labor and
is considered on the floor, they expect
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union to automatically
put a rubberstamp on it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. STEIGER
of Wisconsin (at the request of Mr. Ep-
MONDSON) was allowed to proceed for 1
additional minute.)

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?
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Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I am glad
to yield to the gentleman from Okla-
homa.

Mr. EDMONDSON. The principal
thrust of the changes which the gentle-
man from Wisconsin is seeking is to en-
deavor to do is more along the line of
issuing free or reduced-priced lunches in
order to see that they will go to those
whose need is the greatest in the school
districts and areas where the need is
greatest; am I correct on that?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. That was
taken care of in the amendment that the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union just adopted. The one
which we are now considering is to estab-
lish cooperation between the Department
of Agriculture and the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield further, I have
just looked at some of the figures which
indicate the failure of the school lunch
program as presently administered in
many States to reach many of the chil-
dren whose need is really acute. And,
I must say that it was an eye opener to
me in the case of my own State as well as
in a number of other States as to the
condition which now exists.

Will the gentleman's amendment as
offered substantially improve that situa-
tion?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Only if it
is coupled with companion bills now
pending before the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor and the appropriation of
funds in the administration’s agricultural
budget requests for fiscal year 1970.

The CHATIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin has again ex-
pired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. STEIGER
of Wisconsin (at the request of Mr.
Harr) was allowed to proceed for 1 addi-
tional minute.)

Mr. HALL, Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr., HALL. I simply have a question of
information, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to ask the gentleman if
his second amendment, or the so-
called coordinating amendment would,
if adopted, coordinate some of the proj-
ects and school lunch programs being
operated by the OEO along with the Sec-
retary of the Agriculture and the Secre-
tary of HEW?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. No, sir;
the amendment reflects my concern for
the development of nutrition education
programs. The Office of Economic Op-
portunity is outside the purview of the
amendment.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, the gentleman
stated awhile ago, however, in answer to
a query during the colloquy on the floor
that the intent of this vocational train-
ing was directed toward the purveyors
of food to the children and not to the
children themselves as to the manner in
which the food is being conveyed to chil-
dren at the various schools who do not
have the OEO program.

I believe the amendment offered by
the gentleman could well stand the in-
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clusion of these vicarious operations of
the OEO.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. The point
raised by the gentleman from Missouri
is well taken. I appreciate his contribu-
tion on that point.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has again expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin (Mr. STEIGER).

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. ASPINALL)
having assumed the chair, Mr. OLSEN,
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union, re-
ported that that Committee, having had
under consideration the bill (H.R. 515)
to amend the National School Lunch Act
and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 to
clarify responsibilities related to pro-
viding free and reduced-price meals and
preventing discrimination against chil-
dren, to revise program matching re-
quirements, to strengthen the nutrition
training and education benefits of the
programs, and otherwise to strengthen
the food service programs for children in
schools and service institutions, pursuant
to House Resolution 330, he reported the
bill back to the House with sundry
amendments adopted by the Committee
of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
AspiNALL) . Under the rule, the previous
question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the passage of the bill.

The bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill (H.R. 515) just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Kentucky?

There was no objection.

CONGRESSMAN LLOYD MEEDS AND
63 COSPONSORS FRESENT THE
DRUG ABUSE EDUCATION ACT OF
1969

(Mr. MEEDS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his re-
marks, and to include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. MEEDS. Mr, Speaker, I am today
introducing major legislation to help
parents, students, and community of-
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ficials learn more about drugs and their
abuse.

Joining with me as cosponsors of this
bipartisan bill are the following Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives:

Mr. PErRKINS, Mrs. GrReeN of Oregon,
Mr, THoMmPsON of New Jersey, Mr. DENT,
Mr. Pucinski, Mr, DaNieLs of New Jer-
sey, Mr. BRrabEMAs, Mr. O'Hara, Mr.
Caregy, Mr. Hawrins, Mr. WiLiam D.
Forp, Mr. HaTHAWAY, Mrs. MINK, Mr.
ScHEUER, Mr. BurToN of California, Mr.
GAyYpos, Mr. AYRES, Mr, ASHBROOK, Mr.
Remp of New York, Mr. ERLENBORN, Mr.
EsHLEMAN, Mr. RutH, Mr. Hansen of
Idaho.

Mr. PELLy, Mrs. Hansen of Washing-
ton, Mrs. May, Mr. ForLEy, Mr. Hicks,
Mr. Apams, Mr. Prick of Illinois, Mr. FuL-
ToN of Tennessee, Mr. Kinc, Mr. ST.
ONGE, Mr. Howarp, Mr. Pryor of Arkan-
sas, Mr. BoLAND, Mr. WyATT, Mr. ADDABEO,
Mr. CorMAN, Mr, CHARLES H, WiLson, Mr.
Rees, Mr. Kyros, Mr. Brock, Mr. HaL-
PERN, Mr. RoseNTHAL, Mr. BurTon of
Utah, Mr. POLLOCK.

Mr. WAaALDIE, Mr. BUCHANAN, Mr.
TroMpsoN of Georgia, Mr. Mixva, Mr,
SyMmincgTON, Mr. BrownN of California,
Mr. Epwarps of California, Mr. RIEGLE,
Mr. BincguAM, Mr. Cérpova, Mr. Don H.
CLAUSEN, Mr. Gupe, Mr. PobeELL, Mr.
MATSUNAGA, Mr. McCLURE, and Mr.
FISHER.

DRUG ABUSE. A HUNDRED FLOWERS OF OPINION

Mr. Speaker, we humans react
strangely to the unknown. Often we fear
and attack it blindly. Sometimes we wor-
ship it irrationally.

American attitudes toward drugs re-
flect much of this myth and mystery.
For those of us in the “over 30" group,
drugs are drugs. Period. We easily con-
jure up images of dope addicts, pushers,
criminals, psychopaths, and the Mafia.

But for many young people, drugs are
a source of growing fascination. Certain
drugs, they claim, are not only “safe”
but desirable. This attitude is fostered
partially by culture figures who identify
drugs with love, truth, beauty, and peace.
While adults have been going to work,
paying taxes, and mowing their lawns,
an entirely new subculture has developed
around drugs.

Too often, I have found, both sides of
the generation gap are reluctant to let
facts interfere with opinions when it
comes to discussing the effects of these
drugs.

In 1962 the White House Conference
gtnl.a tNarcot.ics and Drug Abuse stated

The general public has not been informed
of most of the important facts related to
drug abuse and, therefore, has many mis-
conceptions which are frightening and de-
structive. This situation is due to many
causes, among which are the failure of the
schools to recognize the problem and pro-
vide instruction of equal quantity and qual-
ity as that provided for other health
hazards.

Misconceptions ecan interfere with
sensible talks between parents and their
children. A father may tell his son that
marihuana is bad, and the youngster may
ask how and why it is different from the
alcohol or tobacco used by the parent.

How many parents can talk with
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their youngsters about “cannabis psy-
chosis,” the medical term describing the
mental effects of marihuana smoking?
How many young people know the rela-
tionship between LSD and birth defects?
How does a police officer handle a per-
son suspected of drugtaking?

LSD, marihuana, “speed,” hashish,
peyote, STP, DMT—these are just a few
of the bewildering drugs circulating
among more and more youngsters., They
are generally classified into four cate-
gories: opiates, depressants, stimulants,
and hallucinogens.

And they are all illegal.

DRUG ABUSE.: THE LAW AND BEYOND

The Congress has approved several
laws punishing those who sell, manu-
facture, and possess narcotics. The most
familiar ones are the Harrison Act of
1914, the Marihuana Tax Act of 1937,
and the 1965 and 1968 statutes punish-
ing sale and possession of barbiturates,
amphetamines, LSD, and similar com-
pounds. Federal law is very tough, even
for possession. The penalty for possess-
ing marihuana is 2 to 10 years impris-
onment, on the first offense.

Federal laws banning the importation
of dangerous drugs have been on the
books since 1909. Our Government offi-
cials have been very active in this area,
as the statistics show. In 1963, for ex-
ample, they seized 6,432 pounds of mari-
huana at the borders of the United
States. In 1966, they confiscated 23,260
pounds of it. And the figures have been
rising since then. In the United States
itself, dozens and dozens of illegal lab-
oratories have been raided.

Most of the States have enacted their
own drug laws, nearly all of which are
very stringent. In Washington State the
penalty for the first offense of possessing
narcotics is 5 to 10 years in the State
penitentiary, plus a fine of $10,000. If you
offer a marihuana cigarette to another
person in Georgia, and that person ac-
cepts it, the State requires a mandatory
death penalty for the second offense.

Our local police are working harder
than ever to combat the drug traffic. As
of October of 1968, for example, more
than 25,000 persons in California had
been arrested for selling marihuana.

All of us are anxious to crack down
on what former President Johnson
termed “the sale of slavery to the young.”
Justice must be dealt firmly and swiftly
to those who manufacture and sell harm-
ful drugs.

But despite the stringent laws and the
vigilance by the Government, we must
admit that drug usage is continuing to
increase.

In early 1968 a Gallup poll taken at 426
college campuses revealed that 6 percent
of the students had used marihuana on
one or more occasions and that 1 percent
had used LSD.

Dr. Stanley Yolles, Director of the Na-
tional Institute of Mental Health, testi-
fied last year that 20 percent of the col-
lege youths polled in the NIMH surveys
admitted experience with marihuana. Dr.
Yolles cauticned that these surveys were
made in areas of reported high use and
added that there is a definite geographi-
cal pattern in drugtaking. States such as
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California and Florida have abnormally
high incidence of drug abuse.

It would be incorrect to assume that
the laws have failed. Rather, we must
assume that they need to be supple-
mented by widespread and comprehen-
sive educational programs.

DRUG EDUCATION: WHERE WE STAND

Throughout the past several years
there has been a proliferation of litera-
ture and films discussing drugs and their
abuse. Some of these teaching materials
are excellent, such as the FDA's film “The
Mind Benders,” “Drugs and the Nervous
System,” by Churchill Films, and “Drug
Abuse: Escape to Nowhere,” a book pub-
lished by the National Education Asso-
ciation. Unfortunately, there have also
been many publications containing fac-
tual inaccuracies, distortions, and in-
effective sermonizing.

Responsible and constructive drug
education has been hampered by at least
three factors: First, lack of effective
teacher training; second, uncertainty
about and unavailability of the “right”
teaching materials; and, third, com-
munity resistance to drug education, a
reflection of fear and controversy I dis-
cussed earlier.

Expensive books, films, and pamphlets
are of little use to an educator who is
uncomfortable with the subject. Lacking
sound preparation, many teachers will
naturally avoid the delicate and contro-
versial matter of drugs and their abuse.

Yet, the role of the educator is under-
lined again and again by the unfortu-
nate atomization of the American family
structure, and by the lack of parental
expertise on drugs. Let us discuss briefly
what the teacher must seek in effective
drug education.

First, he must be prepared to correct
misconceptions, distortions, and fallacies
about the drugs.

Second, the teacher must know what
is appropriate to say at a specific age and
grade level.

Third, the educator must be competent
in deploying the right curriculum, in de-
veloping a sensible unit outline, in us-
ing audiovisual techniques, in calling
upon other community resources, and in
devising class projects.

Fourth, the teacher should be able to
detect possible student drug use through
sound working knowledge of symptoms.

Fifth, the educator must stress the
medical, sociological, and psychological
aspects of drugtaking, To do this he must
also be aware of community customs and
mores.

At a time when all of us are concerned
about the spiraling cost of education, it
is natural that school districts should
concentrate on the basics. Funds for
drug education would probably be re-
garded as one of those “extras” that
prineipals and superintendents must ex-
plain at meetings of concerned or irate
taxpayers.

But as the specter of drug abuse be-
gins to haunt “nice” kids living in “mod-
el” neighborhoods, many parents are de-
manding that something be done.

Panic is no substitute for factual data.
Preaching and sermo to young peo-
ple is notoriously ineffective, especially
in this age of intellectual sophistication.
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Dr. Randolph Edwards, professor of
health, physical education, and recrea-
tion at Temple University in Philadel-
phia, observed last year that:

A vital ingredient to effective drug-abuse
education is the establishment of authorita-
tive teachable curriculum for all grade lev-
els. There is voluminous material available
(medical and law enforcement in particular)
but it must be made useful and practical
to the trained and knowledgeable teacher.
They desperately need a structure for infor-
mation and teaching, particularly for this
new subject of narcotles and dangerous
drugs.

Let me stress again that we must have
authoritative curriculums which have
been validated by experts. Young people
want to learn more about drugs, but they
want the facts, not the assumptions or
the myths. And, the educators themselves
must be prepared to answer delicate
questions from students and be prepared
to respond constructively to probes from
the uncertain community.

To bridge the generation gap separat-
ing parents and youngsters and their at-
titudes toward drugs, many communities
are conducting “drug alert” and similar
programs. But many are not. Lack of
funds and continuing uncertainty result
in inaction. And parents and students
succumb to further polarization in their
beliefs.

“What can I do? How can I help?”
These are sentiments expressed in let-
ters I have received from concerned par-
ents in the Seattle suburbs. Today we
are presenting legislation intended to
help the schools and the communities
educate persons about drugs.

THE DRUG ABUSE EDUCATION ACT OF 1869

Shortly after the 91st Congress con-
vened in January I began working with
experts from the Department of Justice,
Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous
Drugs, and from the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of
Education and the National Institute of
Mental Health. Spokesmen for private
groups also participated.

All of us shared a common goal: to
fashion a well-coordinated program in
which funds and assistance would be
available for effective and meaningful
drug education.

The legislation introduced today es-
tablishes an Advisory Committee on
Drug Abuse Education. The 21 members
of the Committee, seven of whom will be
nominated by the Attorney General, will
review the administration of the act, will
make recommendations concerning pri-
orities and improvements in the act, and
will evaluate programs and projects
funded under the act.

The Commissioner of Education will
approve applications for funds only after
each application has been submitted for
review and comment to the Bureau of
Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs and to
the National Institute of Mental Health.
Likewise, the Commissioner may not ap-
prove an application unless he notifies
the State educational agency and gives
it time to submit comments or recom-
mendations on the proposal.

The authorizations are as follows: $3
million for fiscal year 1970; $7 million
for fiscal year 1971; $10 million for fiscal
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year 1972; and $12 million for fiscal years
1973 and 1974.

Funds administered under the act may
be used to—

First, help educators, law enforcement
officials, counselors, and community of-
ficials attend short-term or summer in-
stitutes on drug education;

Second, provide assistance and funds
to school districts or local communities
who wish to sponsor drug abuse seminars
for parents and others in the commu-
nity;

Third, make grants available to col-
leges, universities, and private groups to
develop teaching materials about drugs;

Fourth, establish a program for evalu-
ating existing drug abuse curriculums
and educational projects;

Fifth, help local school districts set up
demonstration projects in drug educa-
tion; and

Sixth, allow the Commissioner of Edu-
cation, upon request by the local and
State educational agencies, to distribute
curriculums and evaluation of cur-
riculums.

The American educational system must
throw light upon the intensifying and
terrifying aspects of drug abuse in our
country. For communities alarmed by in-
creased drugtaking, there must be more
cooperation and less combustion. Educa-
tors and public officials must pursue the
subject openly, frankly, and practically.

New drug education programs in the
schools and hard-hitting seminars for
parents and other adults will furnish no
overnight respite to the drug problem.
But our schools and communities cannot
afford to stand by idly and allow young
people to experiment blindly with their
own self-destruction. Yes, the lure of the
unknown and the forbidden will remain
fascinating. But knowledge tempered by
restraint may serve to avoid many future
tragedies which transform the sparkle
of youth into a hideous nightmare.

PRESIDENT'S DECISION ON ABM

(Mr. GILBERT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Speaker, I want to
take this occasion to note how disap-
pointed I am in the President’s decision
to deploy an anti-ballistic-missile system,
however modified it is in conception from
the system his predecessor proposed to us
last year.

I do not want to dwell on the technical
shortcomings of such a system. We have
heard ample scientific testimony to con-
vince us that the system may be of little
or no worth to the Nation's security. I
do not think it adds credibly to our de-
terrent capacity.

But I will say with conviction that we
have set a grievously bad example to the
world. We are currently asking our
neighbors on this globe to desist from
acquiring their own nuclear weaponry.
We have heard from the Soviet Union
that it is willing to discuss across-the-
board nuclear disarmament. From
Bucharest to Tokyo, we seem to be going
into an era in which the old ideological
animosities between East and West have
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little meaning. Yet we have rejected the
counsels of caution and, in my view, in-
tensified the cold war.

Mr. Speaker, I had looked to our new
President for statesmanship, Instead, I
fear I see fresh evidence of submission by
the Presidency to pressures from the
military chiefs. I think the time has
come when we must reject the prophesies
of doom that come from the Pentagon.
We have had enough of the military’s
mistakes. It is time to strike out for
new high ground. I urge the President
now to reserve the decision on the ABM,
to reject the false sense of security it
brings, and to launch an aggressive ef-
fort to bring real peace through mutual
understanding and worldwide disarma-
ment.

INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE ON
MEXICAN-AMERICAN AFFAIRS

(Mr. COHELAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, I have
today introduced a bill to establish, on
a permanent basis, the Interagency
Committee on Mexican-American
Affairs.

You will remember that in June 1967
President Johnson, by Executive action,
established such a committee. Serving
on it were the Secretary of Commerce,
Secretary of Labor, Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, Secretary of
Agriculture, Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development, Director of the Of-
fice of Economic Opportunity, and the
Commissioner of the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission; the latter,
Hon. Vicente Ximenes, served as chair-
man of the committee.

The purpose of this committee was to
focus attention on the problems of the
approximately 10 million Spanish-sur-
named citizens in the United States.
While the committee title refers to
“Mexican Americans,” its concern was
with all Americans of Spanish surname,
whether from Puerto Rico, Spain, Cen-
tral America, or Latin America. These
persons share a common language and
tradition, and they face problems com-
mon to minority people whose customs,
language, and training have not yet won
them fair and equal advantages in our
country.

One of the committee’s most impor-
tant efforts was a series of hearings in
El Paso, Tex., in October 1967. These
hearings were attended by committee
members, high-ranking Federal Govern-
ment officials, and some 1,500 Mexican
Americans from all over the country.
Launched by Vice President Humphrey,
the meetings dramatized for the partici-
pants the extent of help that was needed
by Spanish-speaking Americans and, in
turn, made them aware of the diversity
and breadth of Federal programs that
could be of help in minority communities.

Chairman Ximenes, in summarizing
the work of his committee, reports that:

The most vital—and somewhat intangi-
ble—function of the Inter-Agency Commit-
tee has been that of education., (It) has

found a great lack of knowledge and un-
derstanding within the agencies in regard
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to the Spanish-surnamed American. It also
found a great willingness among the Gov-
ernment and private sector officlals to learn
and to communicate with the Spanish-
speaking people of our nation.

Much has been done—in job place-
ment, in research, in dissemination of
public information, in program and proj-
ect assistance in bilingual education—
but much more needs to be done to as-
sure to all Mexican Americans the
advantages and protections of full citi-
zenship and participation in our society.
For this reason, I urge approval of the
effort to give statutory status to the
Interagency Committee on Mexican-
American Affairs,

SAN FRANCISCO BAY AND ESTUARY
SYSTEM ENDANGERED BY CALI-
FORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER
RESOURCES

(Mr. WALDIE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his re-
marks, and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. WALDIE, Mr. Speaker, I had the
occasion, at the invitation of the Com-
monwealth Club in San Francisco, to
address the members of that distin-
guished body on the problems of water
quality that confront the San Francisco
Bay-San Joaquin Delta area.

In that address, I pointed out that the
unwise planning involved in the Califor-
nia water plan will result in the export of
desperately needed fresh water flow to
southern California and that the de-
creased outflow from the Delta would
have consequences to the ecological sys-
tem of the Delta and San Francisco Bay
that as yet, are not fully appreciated or
understood.

I further pointed out that because of
the commitment of the State of Califor-
nia Department of Water Resources to
sell the resource that it is charged with
conserving; namely, the water of our
State, it is impossible for an area of the
State which does not buy water from the
Department of Water Resources to re-
ceive any consideration from that De-
partment when its water needs conflict
with the great customer of the State, the
Metropolitan Water District of Los
Angeles.

I include the text of those remarks:
THE RAPE OF NORTHERN WATERS
(Address by Congressman JEroME R. WALDIE)

I find the timing of this speech topiec, The
Rape of Northern Waters, to be somewhat
ill-timed what with the recent record rains,
the Sierra snowpack, their anticipated run-
offs and the fact that some flooding has
occurred here in the North.

It becomes quite apparent, in fact, that
we In the northern part of the State have
an abundant supply of water.

It is to the credit of this State’'s Water
Resource Planners and Dam Bullders that
the facilities of the California Water Project
and the Central Valley Project have pre-
vented even more loss of life and dollar dam-
age from flooding during this extremely wet
winter.

However—I have not come before you
today to pralse the California Water Project.
As a matter of fact I have no intention of
even being kind to it.

I have come to bury the water project as
it is today and to call on the State of Cali-
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fornia to make drastic changes in its out-
look and its water export project so that the
northern part of the State, and particularly
the magnificent and varied waters of the
San Francisco Bay-Delta Estuarine System,
50 blessed with a sufficiency of fresh water,
will not become in fact a bloiogical desert.

I fear that without more regard for—ana
some means of protection for—the Life Sys-
tems of the North—in particular the San
Francisco Bay Estuarine System—the State
will knowingly and by design sacrifice this
unique and irreplaceable resource in order
to meet its contractual and statutory water
export requirements.

The most frustrating aspect of this entire
problem is that there is no place to go In
California, outside the courts, to get an even
reasonably fair hearing on matters affecting
the allocation of water resources. There Is no
administrative or quasi-judicial body, com-
mission or agency in California that allo-
cates water or adjudicates water controver-
sles, that is not carefully contrived to arrive
at predetermined judgments advancing the
overall plan to export Delta water to the
South.

I seek to prove to you today that if an
area involved in a water controversy is not a
customer purchasing water from the Depart-
ment of Water Resources and the State
Water Project—that area will not find relief
or assistance from any State Agency or
Board, when it is in confiict with a customer
area.

I will show you how the role of the De-
partment of Water Resources has changed
from a conservation agency to a State-oper-
ated utility which is in the business of sell-
ing the BState's Water Resources—a role
which is unique in all the fifty states,

I also intend to show how every State
project affecting the San Francisco Bay-
Delta Estuarine System is designed solely to
benefit the Southern users of the California
Water Project—customers, if you will—of the
Department of Water Resources—with only
incidental benefits to the Bay-Delta area.

Let us first examine the most unusual and
highly questionable role of the Department
of Water Resources. Until empowered by the
Burns-Porter Act of 1859 to do so—the De-
partment never engaged in the act of mar-
keting what it was constitutionally charged
with protecting—the State's preclous water
resources.

With the passage of the Burns-Porter Act
by the Legislature, and I was one who voted
against it—the Department of Water Re-
sources was mandated by the Legislature to
sell—not protect—these resources, This
change in mandate has resulted in the De-
partment becoming totally customer-orient-
ed. Thus we see the Department stooping to
such indignities as suppressing reports of
such agencies as the Department of Fish and
Game If those reports in any way cast doubts
on the means or plans designed to attain the
Department’s single goal of providing the
contracted amount of high quality water to
its customers in the San Joaquin Valley and
Southern California.

The estrangement between the Department
of Fish and Game and the Department of
Water Resources began soon after the placing
of all the natural resource agencies of the
State under the all-encompassing Resources
Agency.

It became apparent that the Resources
Agency was alding and assisting the Depart-
ment of Water Resources in its export busi-
ness when budget time came around.

Studles for fish and wildlife enhancement
and preservation in the Delta were blue-
penciled whereas State monies for unau-
thorized projects essential to the export busi-
ness of the Department of Water Resources
such as the proposed Peripheral Canal, were
approved.

One budgetary axing in particular is in-
dicative of how strongly the Department feels
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about its obligation to export Delta water
to its Southern customers even though ad-
verse consequences may thereby ensue to
the Bay-Delta area.

In October of last year a preliminary study
by Fish and Game Department biologists
discovered a sharp correlation between salin-
ity and fresh water outflow and the mortality
of young striped bass in the Delta area.

The study revealed that the number of
striped bass young surviving in midsummer
is directly linked with water outflow Irom
the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers—
and the relationship has a significant impli-
cation for water development programs in
the Delta such as the Peripheral Canal.

In short, the Fish and Game Department
concluded that the reduced outflow and re-
sultant higher saline content of the waters
would result in a drastic and intolerable
reduction in the striped bass fishery.

Seeing the great significance of this find-
ing, the blologists attempted to enter the
preliminary report in the already prepared
task report of the Bay-Delta Study—part of
which was being written by the Department
of Fish and Game.

However—this most important finding was
not included in the preliminary report text—
even though it was a new facet of the Bay-
Delta ecology with dramatic new possibili-
ties for further study.

Shortly afterwards the Department of Fish
and Game learned that a further study of
the effect of reduced outflow on the striped
bass fishery was slashed from the De-
partment's budget by the Resources
Agency and the Department of Fish and
Game was forced to apply for funds from a
federal agency and a private foundation. It
would appear, then, as if the State of Cali-
fornia does not want to learn whether or
not its water exportations via the Peripheral
Canal will devastate a thriving sports fishery
and recreational facility—despite indications
that this could very well occur.

The Fish and Game Department was given
a stunning rebuke by the Water Resources
Director just recently when three fish and
wildlife experts from the State of Washing-
ton were hired to conduct a study on how
to operate the Peripheral Canal to protect
the fishery—despite months of negotiations
with the State Fish and Game officials on
the same matter—negotiations which broke
down after the Department of Water Re-
sources refused to accept facts that would
Jeopardize its export plans.

It is my feeling that the Department of
Water Resources and Its Director, Mr.
Gilanelll, have stacked every major decision
making Water Agency of importance in the
State with persons having direct allegiance
to water customers of the Department—
especially the Metropolitan Water District of
Los Angeles.

As an example of this contention, since the
creation of the California Water Plan, the
State Water Rights Board and the Water
Quality Control Board were lumped together
as the State Water Resources Control Board.

Thus the single most important agency for
resolving disputes as to the allocation of the
State’s water resources is no longer im-
partial—and we have learned from repeated
experiences before that Board that a non-
customer of the State cannot expect to get a
fair shake before it if his dispute involves
a water customer of the State.

In my opinion one only has to look at the
background of the men who comprise this
Board to see the built-in conflicts of interests
that must result.

Let us first consider the Chairman, Kerry
W. Mulligan, Mr. Mulligan, although ad-
mittedly a Northern Californian, was until
January the Executive Officer of the Board.
His complete alleglance to the water export
policies of the Department are very well
known.
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Board Member, Edward F. Dibble, another
appointee of Governor Reagan, was, at the
time of his appointment, Manager of the San
Gorgonia Pass Water Agency—=a customer
of the State—and Engineer and Manager of
the San Bernadino Valley Water Conservation
District—another area to recelve northern
waters. He has served as President of the
California Water Resources Association—a
leading agriculturally oriented organization
supporting the shipment of good water at low
prices to the undeveloped south.

Board member Norman B. Hume was an-
other appointee of Governor Reagan with
Southern California water user roots. At the
time of his appointment, Mr. Hume was
serving as Director of the Bureau of Sanita-
tion of the City of Los Angeles.

Willlam A. Alexander jolned the newly-
formed Water Resources Control Board at
its inception in 1967, having formerly served
on the State Water Rights Board since 1961.
An Engineer, Mr. Alexander had been em-
ployed by the Department of Water Re-
sources, the U.8. Bureau of Reclamation and
the Corps of Army Engineers. He has served
as Chlef Engineer, Manager and Consultant
to a number of lower San Joaquin Valley
Water Districts.

Lastly we have George B. Maul, an ap-
pointee of Governor Reagan, who voluntarlly
stepped aside as Chairman of this important
and powerful Board to make way for former
stafl member Kerry Mulligan after the only
volce of the San Francisco Bay Area, Ralph J.
McGill, was not reappointed to the Board.
Maul, an Attorney has served as General
Counsel for the El Dorado Irrigation District
and has provided legal services for other ir-
rigation and water service districts.

One can readily see the difficulty of argu-
ing the cause of the non-customer Bay Area
for retention of Bay-Delta waters when such
a decision would limit the ability of the
Department of Water Resources to export
Delta water to its customers—or—would in-
crease the cost of export waters to its
customers.

Our problems here in the San Francisco
Bay Estuarine System are further com-
pounded by the fact that every facet of the
California Water Plan affecting this system
is designed not to protect the Bay-Delta sys-
tem but to speed high quality Delta water to
the South with the utmost efficiency at the
cheapest cost and with little regard for the
consequences of this policy on the Bay-Delta
system.

Let us use, for example, the proposed
Peripheral Canal—the Canal, a 43-mile long,
unlined conveyance faclility, will divert a
major portion of the Sacramento River near
Hood and transport water along the eastern
periphery of the Delta, and terminate in the
Clifton Court Forebay in the southeastern
corner of Contra Costa County.

The menace of the Peripheral Canal, as far
as we in Contra Costa County are concerned,
lies with the fact that the Canal is a physical
facility which gives virtual control of the
entire flow of the Sacramento River and
Delta to the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation,
and,/or worse, the State Department of Water
Resources.

We have been assured by Mr. Gianelli and
others that the Canal was principally de-
signed to convey high quality water to the
project pumps at Clifton Court, at the same
time protecting the Delta fishery by reducing
the pumping of free floating striped bass
eggs and fingerlings directly from Delta
channels during the spawning season.

This is what we have been told—but there
are a growing number of persons who are
understandably worried over the assurances
of the Department on this or any other mat-
ter. In fact, there are those of us who believe
the Canal has no benefit for the Delta but
is solely for the benefit of Los Angeles.

You see, the fishery problem will not be
solved by the Canal unless adequate releases

7055

are made out of the Canal westerly and into
the Sacramento River,

To date the Canal is a nebulous thing
without operational agreements with the De-
partment of Fish and Game, without an as-
signment of responsibility as to whether the
Bureau of Reclamation or the Department
of Water Resources will operate it—and
most importantly—without statutory provi-
sions guaranteeing fresh water releases to
meet an as yet unsettled water quality cri-
teria—even though contractual commitments
with downstream water users would have to
be sacrificed in dry year cycles.

We fear that almost the entire flow of the
Sacramento River will be diverted southward
and that once the tap is turned on for
Southern California, we in the Bay and
Delta areas will not be able to turn it offi —
with traglc consequences to the Bay-Delta
area.

The Federal Water Pollution Control Ad-
ministration has evaluated the proposed
Canal and concludes that it will materially
downgrade the guality of Delta water.

The Federal Water Pollution Control Ad-
ministration report warned that if the Canal
were operated at water quality criteria pro-
posed by the State and the Bureau of Rec-
lamation it would have a very significant
detriment to the Delta's agriculture and also
its fishery. When we talk about water quality
we really are talking Delta outflows.

There is great concern as to what effect
the diversion of a tremendous amount of
existing fresh water outflows will have on
the life systems within the San Francisco
Bay Estuarine System.

I am especially troubled because State Of-
ficials and Engineers preparing the Bay-
Delta Study Report, with rare candor, admit
that they themselves do not know what will
happen to estuary ecology given decreased
Delta fresh water outflow.

Certainly the wetlands of estuaries such as
the San Francisco Bay-Delta system don’t
appear to be a great natural resource with
their smelly and musky marshes. As one
writer put it, “They have neither the ma-
jestic grace of towering pines nor the stark
beauty of a desert.”

This is one reason they are so readily
squandered—nobody loves a swamp.,

The dangers to estuaries such as our own
Bay-Delta estuary, from activitles such as
filling and pollution with industrial and
sewer wastes 1s well known, and the Bay Con-
servation and Development Commission has
alerted the public to these dangers.

But there is a third and no less important
threat to the bay and the estuarine system
that supports it—that of the diminution of
fresh water outflows caused by the state ex-
ports of Sacramento River water to the
south.,

This is especially dangerous as the intri-
cate current system within estuaries is pro-
duced by the balance of river discharges and
the contribution of the sea. With decreased
river flow the current system can be so
altered that shoaling and scouring can set
up completely foreign physical conditions.

The most important hydrobiological param-
eter in an estuary is salinity—if river flow
is restricted by upstream diversions, the
salinity level in the receiving estuary may
increase to the detriment of estuarine bio-
logical communities.

Marine life, much as freshwater life, lives
precariously close to the doorstep of death.
The slightest change in the environment
often spells doom for an entire species; in
estuaries the chemical content of the water
has critical and narrow limits.

Important fluxes occur in the estuarine
ecosystems during the high flows of spring
and fall including flows of vitamins and
other dissolved organic compounds, nutri-
ents, lowered salinity by the addition of fresh
water and flushing and mixing influences.

Looking at the proposed reductions of
fresh water outflows planned by the State, we
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can only deduce that the San Francisco Bay-
Delta estuarine system is In for a drastic
change.

The present flows into the bay are com-
prised of 70 per cent from the Sacramento
River, 20 per cent from the San Joaquin
River and 5 per cent from other tributaries—
outflows now total some 17.8 million acre
feet per year on an average.

Under the provisions of the State Water
Plan this figure will be reduced to 9.4 million
acre feet by 1890 and 7.2 million acre feet
by the year 2020. These are Department of
Water Resources figures.

Other statistics furnished by the Contra
Costa Water Agency reveal that this outflow
could be reduced to as little as 2.5 million
acre feet in a dry year cycle.

Not only is this 60 to 70 percent cut In
the quantity of fresh water entering the bay
a factor in ecological change—but the man-
ner by which the cut will be implemented
should have a profound and probably ad-
verse effect on the bay life systems.

Fresh water outflows will amount to a
steady, regulated, unvarying meager 1,700
cubic feet per second nine months out of
the year with only January, February and
March seeing anything even remotely ap-
proaching the normal fluctuations that now
characterize the estuary outflows.

The effect of this artificlally induced regu-
larity will have on marine life accustomed
to the variance and diversity of present fresh
water outfiows can be assumed to be of
considerable impact and mostly negative.
Life in an estuarine system iz wonderfully
complex—to “Harness” that complex di-
versity Is to risk its serious alteration, if
not its extinction!

The reduction of outflows can also be
expected to cut down the flushing action of
the North Bay as well as allowing harmful
saline water intrusion into the western Delta
area.

The best flushing action presently in the
bay is in the northern section where Delta
outflows contribute necessary oxygen bear-
ing waters to ald in the reduction of waste
and hydraulic ecirculation.

The worst flushing is in the South Bay

where the absence of inflows and circu-
lation leaves waters rocking up and down
as if in a tub with very little movement
of pollutants. The result has been the oc-
currence of frequent eutrophication, or
algae blooms, which absorb already scarce
oxygen and results in death of fish and
other marine life.

I have just made some assumptions on
the effects of diminished fresh water inflows
into the San Francisco Bay Estuarine Sys-
tem—assumptions based on available data
that indicates such diminutions would have
a detrimental effect on existing life systems.

May I point out the Department of Water
Resources and its Director, Mr. Willlam
Gianelli, have also made some assumptions
as to what will occur with a reduction in
fresh water outflows. His assumptions—
however—are that these drastic changes will
not have detrimental effects.

I would suggest that if the full effects of
such a change in the most important bio-
logical factor of a huge and diverse life
system ls unknown—then we should pro-
ceed with all due caution and restraint.

I suggest that we experiment on the side
of caution and see if our experimentation
results in detrimental effects. If so then we
ﬁarn proceed without destroying all present

a.

To do the opposite—as I fear is the intent
of the Department of Water Resources—would
be a great error. And one that may not be
reversible.

I am in favor of a moratorium on water
development and the proposed shipment of
water to the southern part of the State until
we know through new research and study
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what effects this proposed export of northern
water will have on the ecological system of
the north—especially the San Francisco Bay
Estuary.

I wholly concur with the results of the
recent vote taken by this club where an over-
whelming majority favored increased control
over utilization of San Francisco Bay and
also favored retention of the present bound-
arles of the Bay.

I propose that the State Legislature au-
thorize a completely new water resource and
development agency. An agency with statu-
tory checks and balances to provide the
ground work for workable development and
careful protection of environments and
ecology systems.

This agency would carefully inventory our
water resources and determine where they
would best be used. It would by law be
charged with the responsibility of conserving
and protecting our water resources—not ex-
ploiting and selling them. It would be above
the political entanglements that have seen
such agencies as the Metropolitan Water Dis-
trict stretch out over vast areas of the State
and control the water resources of that area
for the use of its customers.

I propose that the State Legislature also
constitutionally create an independent
agency formed along the lines of the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority to act as the pur-
veyor of state waters. I am convinced that the
State should not be in the business of selling
water. The evils of the present situation in
Sacramento are apparent—they should not
be permitted to continue.

I propose that the State Legislature amend
the Burns-Porter Act so that the afore-
mentioned changes in the structure of the
Department of Water Resources can be im-
plemented as soon as possible.

I propose that with a review of the Cali-
fornia Water Project the state work to meet
its contractual requirements to the south
and its moral requirements to the north not
by the further rape of North Coast waters—
but by improved technology.

The use of reclalmed water is one method
eyed as a substitute for the uneconomical
and wasteful transmission of water over 500
miles for domestic use.

Workable desalinization of sea water is
within our grasp. Costs will be high at first—
but this is the way of the future. I have no
doubt in my mind that this will be the
cheapest way to provide fresh water for
coastal urban centers before 1990,

Water-reclaimed from sewage in Southern
California has been developed at a cost com-
parable to water of the California Water Pro-
ject and of better quality than that shipped
from the Colorado River.

Are we to ignore the technology of the
present and the future for the plumbing of
the past?

I think not.

We must act now to protect our own en-
vironment, our Bay, our Delta and our North
Coast from the ruinous plans of the water
hungry South and their minions in Sacra-
mento.

I pledge to you here today that we in Contra
Costa will continue our lonely fight to assure
adequate water quality in the Bay-Delta
System. I would hope others would join us.

We—the extremists as Mr. Glanelli refers
to us—will do everything possible—including
a massive suit that could tie up the water
project for years—to make certain that our
unique estuarine system does not turn into
a black biological desert.

We will continue the struggle to protect
the waterfowl, the wildlife and the fisheries
of our Bay and Delta and of the marvelous
wild rivers of the North Coast.

We have seen what an active and aware
public can do for conservation, I refer to the
outstanding work of the Bay Conservation
and Development Commission and its efforts
to alert the public to the threats of bay fill.
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We need a similar agency to protect the
environment of the entire Bay-Delta sys-
tem—not just from fill and sewerage—but
from all the ill effects of mankind upon his
own environment.

We now see the people of the Santa Bar-
bara Coast rightfully enraged over the spill
of oil from approved off-shore drilling opera-
tions. Operations approved because the west
coast allegedly needs more crude oll—but
operations that were known to be taking
place in an area of high seismic activity. The
tragedy of that administrative act has yet to
be fully calculated.

But it will be only miniscule as compared
to the ultimate effects of the California Water
Plan—quite possibly the most costly and
dangerous environmental disaster occurring
in our State.

Let us take stock and then proceed—but
we must not blindly go on—we may not
survive such a mistake.

ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY ACT

(Mr. PERKINS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I hesitate
to take to the floor on matters that are
past and done. Members of the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor—Ilike other
Members of this House—have more than
enough to keep them busy with the con-
cerns of the present and the future. We
need not harry the past for the raw ma-
terials of controversy.

There is, however, an item in the press
today which I must clarify and correct.
I do this because failure to speak out on
it might be construed as agreement or
consent.

I refer to the published report that
suggests great disagreement between the
chairman of the Committee on Education
and Labor and the ranking majority
Member, the distinguished gentlelady
from Oregon (Mrs. GREEN) .

For my part, there is nothing but the
greatest respect and cordiality, and the
greatest willingness to be cooperative
with the gentlelady who makes such a
valuable contribution to the Nation
through her work on the Committee on
Education and Labor. We have long been
friends. When I am away from the com-
mittee, she carries my proxy. When she
is away, I often carry hers.

Two years ago, the last time the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act was up for ex-
tension, Mrs. GrReeN and I went right
down the line together. I doubt she had
a stronger ally than I in her own major
effort to amend the act. That was the
Green amendment to assure participa-
tion in the community action agencies by
the local, elected, responsible public
officials.

That cooperation continued last year,
as we worked together to win passage of
the landmark Higher Education Act of
1968. And I expect that cooperation to
continue for years to come.

She has been most helpful to me. And
I might say that the poor people of this
country, those who have benefitted from
the programs developed under OEO, owe
a great debt to the intelligence, industry,
courage, and leadership of EpITH GREEN.

Now, having disposed of that matter
once and for all, I trust, I turn to an-
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other press report containing the un-
fortunate inference that former Presi-
dent Lyndon Johnson and I were at
cross-purposes during congressional ac-
tion on the OEO amendments of 1967.

This is obviously a misunderstanding.
Those of us charged with the responsi-
bility for getting those amendments be-
fore the Congress know that the Presi-
dent and his staff battled shoulder to
shoulder with us all the way.

We were in daily communication with
the White House during the critical peri-
ods—just as I am sure my friends on the
other side of the aisle will be in com-
munication with the White House this
year.

It is an idle exercise to assign grada-
tions of credit for passage of legislation
2 years ago. It is enough to say that the
bill was passed by a cooperative effort
of all the people who believed in its ob-
jectives.

If we can be assured of the same kind
of cooperation from the White House
this year, the poor of this country need
have no fear that their Government will
abandon them.

On another point, I wish to make it
perfectly clear that hearings beginning
Monday on the Economic Opportunity
Amendments of 1969 do not constitute an
attempt to stampede or get the jump on
anyone—in any branch of government.

If the Committee on Education and
Labor did not move at this time, we
wotuld be derelict in our responsibility.
I think any responsible chairman would
move now, because the act expires June
30. We have no time to lose. These hear-

ings will not be concluded before the
first or second week in May. All Mem-
bers will have an opportunity to come in
and express their views.

I thought I should make this state-
ment, Mr. Speaker, for clarification.

VALUE OF ELEMENTARY AND SEC-
ONDARY EDUCATION ACT

(Mr. PERKINS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I should
like to bring to my colleagues’ attention
the following statements which indicate
the value placed upon the legislation af-
fecting our elementary and secondary
schools by some of the local school offi-
cials who testified recently before the
Committee on Education and Labor dur-
ing hearings on H.R. 514.

EVALUATIONS OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF ELE-

MENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION LEGIS-

LATION

Julian D. Prince, superintendent of
schools for McComb, Miss., in his testi-
mony on H.R. 514, proposing a 5-year
extension of the Elementary and Second-
ary Education Act, said:

The Elementary and Secondary Education
Act is the most exciting thing that has ever
happened in education.

Mr. Prince’s endorsement of and en-
thusiasm for the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act was shared by
other school officials appearing with him
on the last day of hearings during which
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local school officials were invited to tes-
tify.

Archie F. Simmons of the Leflore
County School District, Greenwood,
Miss., said:

Passage and continuation of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
has had a profound effect on education in
our district.

Dr. Fred W. Kirby, assistant superin-
tendent of schools for Columbus, Ga.,
said:

I think this whole program (ESEA) has
been beautifully conceived.

And Julius Truelson, superintendent
of schools of Fort Worth, Tex., indicated
that he felt it was “imperative” that
ESEA be extended for 5 years and com-
mented further:

I wish there were some way I could ade-
quately tell you what ESEA funds mean to
the public schools, and more than that, to
the future of countless children, their op-
portunities, their abllity to compete, their
responsible citizenship, and their success or
fallure in the American way of life. The ulti-
mate value of ESEA funds in the lives of
children is really beyond calculation.

For these extra funds, we in the public
schools are eternally grateful. I submit that
reductions or cutbacks simply cannot even
be considered. The question is not, “Should
these funds be increased?”, but, “How much
should these funds be increased?"

Education is not expensive, it's priceless.

Dr. Truelson stafed:

We have learned so much, we are on the
threshold of being able to wipe out some of
the problems that have plagued this country
throughout the years. We have found some
of the most exciting things going on, it is
almost unbelievable.

As I have indicated in previous state-
ments, a great number of local school of-
ficials have presented testimony on H.R.
514, during the 22 days that the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor conducted
hearings. With the appearance of the
school officials listed above, approximate-
1y 120 local school officials presented tes-
timony on the bill.

An earlier insertion in the CoNGREs-
sioNAL REecorp—February 24, page
4180—contained some of the testimony
of witnesses appearing during the first
days of our committee’s hearings. Today I
should like to share with my colleagues
portions of the testimony presented by
the school officials from whom I have
just quoted because I feel these are very
eloguent and persuasive statements in
support of a 5-year extension of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act
and therefore merit a wide audience.

Julius Truelson, who is superintendent
of schools of the Fort Worth Independ-
ent School District, Forth Worth, Tex.,
had the following comments to make:

We have about 5300 pupils involved in our
Title I program alone—nearly 6 per cent of
our total enrollment.

Fort Worth receives $1,915,099 in ESEA
funds in Title I, II, and III. This amounts to
just under 4 per cent of our total annual
budget of $55 million.

We want and need ESEA funds.

I heartily recommend your approval of
House Bill 514. The Elementary and Second-
ary Education Act through the years has fur-
nished important monies to the local school
districts but most especially those funds
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made available to assist the disadvantaged
youngsters in every community who really
need speclal help. As you well know, the larg-
er cities have greater concentrations of chil-
dren of the various minority groups—Negroes
and Mexican-Americans especially in our sec-
tion of the country—who are both culturally
and educationally deprived.

Our experience with ESEA has been ex-
tremely rewarding thus far. The financial
boost has helped us to bring innovation and
better education to thousands of indigent
youths in our area—the children who need it
most. You know, although all American chil-
dren are born “equal,” they begin to get un-
equal rapidly, for a variety of reasons. This
is why we In Fort Worth budget the ma-
Jority of our ESEA funds in preschool pro-
grams to better prepare these children to
meet the competition in the first grade,

In the secondary, the balance of our money
goes, for the most part, into remedial read-
ing, an after-school tutorial program, visiting
(home-school) teachers, and a unique “Sum-
mer Club” program.

Our program is not perfect, far from it.
But we have learned some things and really
have had some outstanding successes:

A comparison of pre-test and post-test
results on a group of 2454 students in our
preschool program showed an average gain
in mental age of nine months in a seven-
month period.

I should point out that normally they
show a three-month gain because of these
lack of opportunities for enrichment ex-
penses.

In a similar comparison of youngsters in
our secondary remedial reading program, pu-
pils showed a vocabulary growth of twelve
months, an increase in comprehension abil-
ity of 13 months, and an increase in speed
and accuracy of 14 months in a 9-month
period. It is also interesting to note that
these students’ average educational growth
previously was only eight months a year.

In the five-week summer club program
this past summer, the participants had an
average reading growth of six months and an
increased math proficiency of four months.

We think this Is one of our most out-
standing programs.

Our fourteen visiting teachers, through
home visitation and personal counseling,
were able to readmit 30 per cent of our hard-
core Title I dropouts.

And, although every dime we have re-
celved in federal money has gone into a
supplementary and/or enriched program,
these new monies are “pump-priming"” in
their side beneflts to the entire school pro-
gram.

By that I mean we have learned so many
things that we can encompass in our regu-
lar program with our own local funds.

Good ideas, inspired by the injection of
federal funds, have a lot of “carryover”
value; and we already see many improve-
ments in our overall school program, in
terms of a modified curriculum, staff devel-
opment, student motivation, and parental
involvement in the educational process, to
name but a few.

I can only say that there is much good in
this Act. I particularly like the language of
this legislation, which allows wide latitude
on the part of local educational agencies to
meet the particular needs of their individual
communities and which glves educators
unique opportunities to solve their own edu-
cational problems through locally designed
programs and projects.

The problems of education in this country
today are extremely complex. The extension
and expansion of ESEA will not solve all
these problems, but ESEA will most certainly
ald in their solution. Money isn't everything
in education these days; but, gentlemen, it's
way ahead of whatever is in second place.
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Dr. Fred W. Kirby, assistant superin-
tendent of schools for Columbus, Ga.,
testified as follows:

The purpose of the following remarks is to
request your support of H.R. 514 providing
for a 5-year extension of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act. Let me tell you
how it has helped in Muscogee County, Co-
lumbus, Ga., a school district which contains
42,000 pupils and over 1,700 teachers and
principals.

For many years, in the southeastern region,
Columbus, Ga., has been reputed to have a
good school system. As an earmark of that
reputation the Columbus schools have con-
tained free public kindergartens since 1905.
Despite such a reputation and despite such a
history, local and State financial efforts were
simply inadequate to support the compensa-
tory education programs which were needed.
This was true in a school system that pro-
vided pupils with all the normal materials
they needed even to the point of furnishing
paper and pencils.

There was a group of children for whom
the schools were unable to afford the type of
education they required. These were the
pupils who entered school with severe handi-
caps—limited vocabularies, restricted cul-
tural background, poor self concepts, This
type of pupil is expensive to educate. Oral
presentations mean relatively little to this
child. His environmental horizon has been so
limited that he is unable to visualize or con-
ceptualize. Titles I and III of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act have allowed us
to begin to help these children.

With an awareness of the inadegquacy of
mere spoken words to carry the desirable
depth of meaning to these children, the
schools sought ways of reinforcement for
those words, Beeking a multl-sensory aid,
the idea of an Instructional materials center
containing such alds was conceived.

Combining local, state, and federal funds,
the District established an Instructional Ma-
terials Center. From this center, teachers may
request the supplementary materials they
need from a collection of six thousand edu-
cational films, ten thousand filmstrips, sev-
eral thousand slides, maps, globes, media kits,
tape recordings, records, transparencies, and
any of a myriad of other such materials. The
requested material will be delivered to the
teacher at her school within a few hours.

This Center has strengthened our program
for the disadvantaged child. Had it not been
for Title I, ESEA, it would not exist.

The Muscogee County School District rec-
ognized that many of the disadvantaged
pupils were handicapped by reading disa-
bilities. It presently operates a Diagnostic
Reading Center to which pupils with read-
ing disabilites are referred.

The stafl at the Center diagnoses the diffi-
culty and seeks to provide therapy. Puplils are
transported from school to Center and return
by small statlon-wagon type buses. The ca-
pacity of the Center is 500 pupils. Attendance
is elther two tlmes weekly or three times
weekly for one hour per visit.

This Center is well-equipped and well-
staffed. Material and equipment run the
gamut from a small children’s book given
to the child when he reads it (cost eight
cents) to a sophisticated machine commonly
referred to as a “Talking Typewriter'" (cost
$40,000). This program is supported entirely
by Title I, ESEA.

The third major facet of our compensatory
program is a summer tutoring program.
Under this program eligible children who are
having difficulty in reading, mathematics,
English, science, or social science are recom-
mended for tutoring.

For 30 days during the summer each of the
pupils will be tutored individually for one
hour dally by a teacher who has exhibited
unusual ability to teach the subject. The
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teacher is requested to ignore the grade leval
of the child but to find the level at which he
is capable of functioning. Once this level
has been located, she 1s to begin there and
carry the child as far as he is able to go.

This has proved to be a highly successful
program. It is quite expensive. Title I, ESEA
funds make it possible. The three programs
you have just heard described are not par-
ticularly glamorous nor are they highly in-
novative. There are school systems in this
nation who were operating similar programs
prior to the advent of the Elementary and
Secondary Act, but such programs were be-
yond our financial reach until federal funds
became available.

We have found Title III of the Elementary
and Secondary Act quite helpful. Our project
is entitled “Fine Arts and Archeology.”
Briefly it is a cooperative effort between the
school system, the local museum, and the
local symphony orchestra.

It has resulted in the preparation of a
mobile unit travelling to our 67 schools dis-
playing the results of geological and archeo-
logical discoveries in the region with printed
and taped descriptions.

Experiences in both sciences and in music
were new to many pupils. As evidence of the
success of the Title III project, we have
noticed a helghtening of interest in both
geology and archeology, and we have been
required to increase our imstructional staff
teaching stringed instruments. We have two
new Title III proposals in the hands of state
department personnel at the present. One
proposal is for a new program for educable
mentally retarded pupils; the other is for a
new method of teaching nineteenth century
sociological history.

Both Titles I and III of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act are having sig-
nificant impact on public education. Title I
has enabled us to provide the type of serv-
ices we have long known children needed but
have been unable to afford; Title IIT has
required us to innovate, to look for new
methods to solve our educational problems.

There are recommendations with respect
to Title I, ESEA which need to be considered.
They are as follows:

1. Fund this program to the fullest extent
the economy will permit. We are presently
unable to reach but approximately 25 per
cent of the children who need specialized
services with the amount of funds presently
avallable.

2. Project the program by a commitment
for a longer period of time such as the five-
year period contemplated in HR. 514 iIn
order that planning may be for a longer pe-
riod of time than has been possible in the
past.

With respect to Title ITI, our sole request
is that the amount of funding be increased.
This would prevent many excellent ideas
from going untried and untested for lack of
funds,

Dr, Kirby stated that his school dis-
trict could “most readily” utilize twice as
much money as he is now receiving under
title I and put it to good advantage. With
funding at the present level, he indicated
that they are only able to reach 25 per-
cent of the children who need specialized
services, but with full funding, they
could reach all of these children.

In response to the question, “Have you
in the course of your test and measure-
ment of the progress developed any re-
sults that can point to some objective
means of measuring the advancement
that these children have made under
these programs?’"” Dr. Kirby replied:

We have used objective tests in all of our

programs. On our tutoring program we could
show you some phenomenal results. . . .
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On the change in the diagnostic reading
program we could show you some substan-
tial results but not as starting results as
the tutoring program, and we could show
you some less substantial objective measure-
ment on the instructional materials center.
It is difficult to measure cultural environ-
ment, I mean enhancement of cultural en-
vironment. I can measure when a child per-
forms better in mathematics. I can measure
when he performs in a subject area. This is
easier for me to measure.

I think for these children perhaps the most
important thing may not be in academic
performance, I think for most of these chil-
dren it is developing a wholesome self-con=-
cept and a belief that somebody does care.
I think maybe this is more important than
any academic gains because I think the aca-
demic gain grows out of this, once you have
developed this,

Archie F, Simmons, administrative as-
sistant and coordinator of Federal pro-
grams of the Leflore County School Dis-
trict in Greenwood, Miss., testified in
the following way:

The passage and continuation of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
19656 has had a profound effect upon edu-
cation in our district. Education has been
stimulated by Title I and has become an
exclting challenge for innovative and exemp-
lary programs. Like all rural school districts,
the educational problems in Leflore County
have been great and financing inadequate,
but with the continuing assistance of Title I,
we visualize the day that our educational
system will succeed in the primary goal of
providing a rewarding and successful edu-
catlonal experience for all of the children
of our district.

Gentlemen, to be brutally frank, prior to
the time of Title I, Leflore County was op-
erating a school system where we had some
rundown buildings and a classroom with a
teacher with 40 to 45 children and a text-
book.

I am happy to report that that is no longer
true as a result of Title I of ESEA,

I have no equivocation whatsoever in stat-
ing that we would still be in the same posi-
tion, if not worse, had it not been for Title I.

Now we receive a large allocation from
Title I as a result of the number of children
that we have. Of the 6449 children, I believe
it is, over 5800 of these children are qualified
for participation in Title I, indicating the
degree of poverty in our school district.

Now we have taken our Federal funds that
have been allocated to our district and we
have approached our problem, the problem
that we knew existed, we recognized it but
we could not do anything about it. Stand-
ardized testing revealed to us that out of
approximately 5000 children in our district
(Grade 1 to 6), 72 per cent of them read
on elther the first or second grade reading
level. Out of the 5000 or so that were tested,
43 children read on the 6th grade reading
level. After we had completed our testing
program we saw that whatever we had been
doing in the past had failed.

With Title I we were able at last to employ
some expertise in helping us with our prob-
lems. We employed supervisory personnel,
people who held certain skills in certain areas
to assist us in upgrading our program., We
commenced almost immediately with the
agreement and enthusiasm of our teachers,
and we started working with new programs,
we started plloting new approaches to this
problem of reading that we had.

Last year we piloted nine different ap-
proaches to reading, trying to find a system
that would help our children in their reading,
trying to close the gap between our norms
and the national norms. After a child started
to school without this background of help
from parents or anyone else, they quickly
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fell at least a year behind and as much as two
and a half or three years behind by the time
they approached the 6th grade.

As a result of that we found one program
to be highly successful in teaching these
children from the economically and soclally
deprived homes, and we are using that
program.

Now. because of our situation in Leflore
County we have so many children, and es-
pecially our Negro children, who have &
tendency to drop out of school. We do not
have a compulsory school law there and the
dropout rate is high. We have tried to pro-
vide activities within our school that would
help to keep these children in school and to
encourage some of the dropouts to come back.
We have vocationally geared our program. We
have developed and we now have in operation
an industrial arts vocational type program
that extends from the first grade through the
12th grade. We have developed complete pro-
grams in this.

We are working with the first six grades on
a very simple industrial arts program where
we teach tool technology, the use of simple
tools, arts and crafts, and we are doing this
for a purpose, not to give these children
something there particularly but trylng to
build up an interest there that will carry
forward when they reach the 7th, 8th, 9th
grades to where we can go into an exploratory
type program under industrial arts, trying to
single out an area of interest in here so that
by the time the child reaches the 10th or
11th, or 12th grade we are then prepared to
give him a comprehensive vocational educa-
tion to prepare him for a skill trade that he
might use when he leaves our school. If he
is not going on to college we will have pro-
vided him a means for making a living. We
have been most pleased with our program in
the industrial arts and the vocational
education.

We have received quite a bit of publicity

on it and school districts all over the nation
are requesting information on this program,
and they are placing it into thelr schools.

If you will extend this thing five years and
give us some more money we want to go back
and put it in the pre-school program.

Asked his opinion regarding the length
of extension which should be given the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act, Mr. Simmons said:

If you will extend this thing five years and
glve us some more money, we want to go
back and put it in the pre-school program.
I can see where, if you drop ESEA, Leflore
County is right back where we started, and
we won't have anything. And we are doing
something now.

Mr. Simmons commented further re-
garding the results they are achieving
under the ESEA legislation:

This iz the grandest thing that has ever
happened to Leflore County, and we want
to stay in it.

One of the most satisfying results that we
have obtained from Title I is our in-service
training program. Now that may look a little
strange in that it is not directed toward the
children, but indirectly they are receiving
the greatest benefits that can be offered to
a child.

Julian D. Price, Sr., superintendent of
schools for McComb, Miss., said, in his
statement:

My school district has profited under all
of the titles of this Act, more under Title III
of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act than any other area. Because we realize
that our education in the past had not been
adequate and under testing as Mr. Simmons
described, we found not in all of our schools,
but particularly at that time they were all
Negro schools, we found some very severe
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educational problems and the same problems
were true in those schools where the white
children who came in from the rural areas.

We found this same type of deprivation
there, severe, regardless of race. Since this
time we have tried to find ways of measuring
the educational progress of our children. This
led us in an extensive counseling program,
computer oriented technology under Title
III, and then what we found out distressed
us and that led us into an Instructional en-
forcement program in an attempt to help
administrators in other school districts in
our area discover the nature of thelr own
educational program in the hopes that they
too would get excited from improving edu-
cation.

From that that led us Into computed as-
sisted technology with the idea that a com-
puter can do in instruction what the very
best school teacher who writes the program
for that thing can do, and so as a result we
have become quite highly oriented towards
computer technology in the classroom, in
mathematics, and in the area of reading we
are going into in another year.

The reasons that I do favor the present
approach Instead of the so-called block grant
approach is that the initial development of
the bill, rather than being a broadbrush
approach, was pointed towards apparently
some of the worst, or the most severe prob-
lems that we have had in education, and
there was an effort on the part of the Federal
Government to direct the development of
these programs constructively in the various
school districts.

I think it has been beneficial to us because
maybe some minds better than ours have
helped us develop some portions of our pro-
gram, whereas we might not have had this
help had there not been some string at-
tached to the proper development of the
program in the way that the legislation was
written,

I definitely feel that the funds which are
being distributed to us under the present
formula here are being utilized by our school
district to meet the most pressing educa-
tional needs. I feel if we did not have these
funds, the quality of the education pro-
gram In our school district would be mate-
rially lowered.

Mr. Prince went on further to stress
the tremendous impact which Federal
assistance to elementary and secondary
school systems has had in nearby Leflore
County, Miss., as follows:

The Leflore County schools represents the
most exciting impact of Title I of anywhere
I know in the Nation. I don't know any
other school district as well as I know them,
because we serve them with our regional
data processing center. They are nearly 200
miles from us and yet we are in contact with
them educationally every day that the sun
rises. What they have been able to do in
that school district is more than just sound,
it is exciting. They are taking youngsters
who have absolutely no opportunity to go
anywhere or to do anything other than mi-
grate, and given them a chance to become
a real productive part of our soclety. I just
can't say enough about what they are try-
ing to do with their Title I money.

I would say Title I has materially slowed
the out-migration from Leflore County be-
cause the parents there are beginning to get
the idea that their children can get a good
education there in Leflore County. We have
seen the drop in their pupil enrollment slow
down in the last year.

Not all of the school officials who were
anxious to appear before the committee
were able to do so. A good number did
supply statements for the hearing record,
however. I should like, Mr. Speaker, at
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this point to include a number of these
statements.
CHARLESTON, S.C.

Dear Mg. PeErkinNs: This letter is in refer-
ence to your Committee's hearings on H.R.
514, a bill which would extend the provisions
of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act for a period of five years. As you are well
aware, this legislation is of critical impor-
tance in order to make workable future fund-
ing.

It is & pleasure for me to take this oppor-
tunity to inform you concerning our attitude
toward the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act. The Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, along with the Impacted
Funds program, has been the most impor-
tant factor in the School District’s opera-
tion in my memory. Both programs bring in
a total of approximately $56 million to this
school system out of a budget of about 820
million, Hence you can see their importance
to us.

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act has given us the opportunity
of providing the services to disadvantaged
children that would otherwise have been im-
possible. For those school distriects which do
not participate in the Impacted Areas pro-
gram, the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act is the most important piece of legis-
lation concerning thelir operation. In our Dis-
trict, both programs are of equal importance.

Under Title I, ESEA, some children have
gotten lunches for the first time, Many have
had physical examinations for the first time.
Class size has been reduced In order to make
education a more personal process for these
children. We have been enabled to institute
preschool preparation for the first grade and
compensatory programs in basic reading for
the first time. Although this District is striv-
ing to use Its local and state funds on an
equitable basis for all children, equitable
funds will not solve the severe academic
problems of disadvantaged children, and
Title I funding is imperative. Unless this Dis-
trict receives these funds for disadvantaged
children, their future will be dark indeed.
Excluding ESEA programs, we spent an aver-
age of $345 per child this year, and approxi-
mately 21% of our 60,000 students are dis-
advantaged.

This District received quite a blow from
the United States Congress this year when
Title II, ESEA, programs were funded at
approximately 509 of their previous level.
Our State Accreditation Standards specify
that elementary schools in the State should
have a minimum of 10 volumes per pupil. We
have many schools in our District which are
individually short 5,000 volumes. Our only
hope of providing library books for our stu-
dents is through the continued funding of
Title II, ESEA.

Title III, ESEA, has brought many innova-
tions In education to our South Carolina
schools. The school districts of South Caro-
lina voluntarily organized themselves into six
regions for the purpose of operating Title
III, ESEA programs. As a result of the
regional leadership under Title III, ESEA,
we have seen a new climate for educational
improvement established for South Carolina,
and now local citizens are beginning to be-
come concerned with handlcapped students,
students who will not go to college, and
others which they have typically ignored.

In South Carolina, the other Titles of
ESEA are typically run by the South Carolina
State Board of Education and are basically
State operations. I am not involved in these
programs closely enough to comment.

Aside from the funding levels of the pro-
grams, our basic problem in their operation
is the delay of funding of these programs. In
the past we have found that after school
opened we were funded large sums of money,
and of course it was too late to hire person-
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nel, ete. I do hope that Congress sees fit to
give advanced funding of these programs
so that our programs can become more effi-
cient and effective. The funding patterns of
Congress over the previous years have made
efficiency almost impossible.

Mr. Perkins, it is my opinion that any
cessation or reduction in ESEA or the Im-
pacted programs would constitute a crisis
for this School District. The people of my
District want quality schools for their chil-
dren, We are increasing our local effort by a
tremendous amount this year (from 43 to 80
mills). However, their children's future de-
pends as much on what Congress does with
these programs as it does on their own efforts,
because we are a relatively poor geographical
area.

Thank you for your time in hearing our
views on the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, and for your untiring efforts
to improve the future of our boys and girls.

Sincerely,
GorpoN H. GARRETT,
County Superintendent of Education,
Charleston County School District.
TAYLOR, TEX,

Dear Sir: I welcome the opportunity to
express to you my views on H.R. 514, a bill,
as I understand, on which hearings are pres-
ently being conducted that will extend and
expand the provisions of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965.

There is widespread agreement in our com-
munity that the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 19656 has made a valuable
contribution to education in both the funds
it provides and in the sound educational
principles and procedures suggested in the
accompanying guidelines. Without this

financial assistance we would be unable to
expand and improve educational programs
designed to meet the special needs of the
educationally deprived children of the low-

income families of this school district. We
feel that the benefits derived from this pro-
gram far outweigh the problems encountered
from the late funding and the short time
permitted for program planning.

However, as you are presently conducting
hearings on H.R. 514, I would heartily rec-
ommend to you that the provisions of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 be extended for a period of five years,
and that appropriations and actual alloca-
tion of Federal funds be made at least one
year in advance. I feel that forward funding
will help the program planners of the local
school districts devise a more effective, work-
able educational program for the education-
ally deprived. We feel our inadequacies when
we play the role of “instant' planners.

May I add that we have not experienced
an undue amount of discomfort in admin-
istering the federal program as directed by
the present guidelines. We realize that this
program, though categorical in nature and
directed at particular needs, is nevertheless
extremely flexible in application and allows
state and local authorities wide discretion.
At no time have we felt any unreasonable
attempt by personnel of the Texas Educa-
tion Agency to control our program.

1 earnestly solicit your careful considera-
tion of the views that I have submitted.

Respectfully yours,
J.F. TOWNLEY,
Superintendent of Schools, Taylor Inde-
pendent School District.

Ocara, FLa.

My Dear Mr. PErxINS: It is my under-
standing that your Committee on Education
and Labor is now working on bill HR. 514
pertaining to extenslon of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act.

The Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 has meant a great deal to edu-
catlon in Marion County, Florida, and with-
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out it we would have had serious problems
in our task of educating boys and girls. We
urge you and your committee to continue
its efforts in supporting this very worthy
and baslc program for education for an ex-
tended five years.

In order to make the use of federal funds
more effectlve we would urge that appropri-
ating and allocating of federal monies be
made one year in advance to ellminate con-
fusion and make for continuity in project
operation. We would also like to go on record
that there should be a simplification in
guidelines with a corresponding reduction in
paperwork.

It 1s a pleasure for us to add our support
to bill HR. 514 extending the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act for a period of
five years.

Sincerely,
RoserT M. DuUNwWOODY,
Superintendent.
DownaLp J. KEARSLEY,
Coordinator of Federal Programs, Board
of Public Instruction, Marion County.
CoLUMBUS, GA.

Dear Sm: As the House Education and
Labor Committee conducts hearings on HR.
514, I would like to comment on the exten-
sion of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act for another five years.

The appropriations which have been allo-
cated to the Muscogee County School District
have been invaluable in upegrading the edu-
cational, cultural, and health of the large
segment of underprivileged pupils in our
school district.

It 1s my prediction that the worth so far
accruing to the three aspects mentioned
above will pay large dividends in the years
to come.

Do all you can to continue this far reach-
ing legislation,

Sincerely,
G. NaTHAN HUNTER,
Treasurer, Muscogee County School
District.
Luseock, TEX.
To the Honorable CARL PERKINS:

May I make some comments concerning
H.R. 514 Bill which is to come before your
Committee on Education and Labor?

This school district is a rural district bor-
dering the Lubbock (population 175,000)
City School District. For the past several
years, there has been an overflow of familles
in the Lubbock District moving out into this
district. Also, we have the Childrens Home
of Lubbock with some ninety school children
which is a church supported, non-tax paying
institution for delingquent children. We are
located on the East side of Lubbock which
happens to be settled largely by Negroes,
Mexicans, and low-income Whites, Our pres-
ent school enrollment shows the following
percentages of ethnic groups: Negroes 15%,
Mexicans 21%, Students from Childrens
Home of Lubbock B8.5%, and other Whites
55.5%.

From the above facts, you can readily see
that we are overly burdened with educational
disadvantaged pupils in our school. Also, the
above type pupils do not come from parents
who pay their share of the taxes, leaving this
burden largely to the farmers. Without Head
Start, ESEA Titles I, II and III, NDEA Titles
III and V, and similar Programs, we just
could not do justice toward educating so
large a number of disadvantaged children.
At present, through these Federal Programs,
we are helping them so very much through
pre-school training, remedial teaching,
lunches, medical care, Vocational training,
and above all we are reaching many of the
parents by making them feel that someone
does really care about their children's edu-
cation. The school attendance for these dis-
advantaged children have increased im-
mensely.
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To operate these Programs to their fullest
potential, we need to know that the funds
will be available at least one year in advance.
I belleve that the greatest weakness in our
Federal Programs has been the uncertainty
of funds from year to year.

I ask you to please help the disadvantaged
children by supporting H.R. 514.

Very truly yours,
MArVIN WILLIAMS,
Superintendent, Roosevelt Public Schools.
WALHALLA, S.C,

Dear Mr. PErRxINS: It is my understanding
that the House Education and Labor Com-
mittee is conducting hearings on H.R. 514.
It is my hope that Congress will extend the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act
for a period of five years. The benefits of this
act have been great but could have been
greater if we in our school district had more
time to plan. It has been difficult for us to
employ personnel because of not knowing in
sufficlent time the amount of funds that
would be available to us.

I have noted, with interest, your dedica-
tion and interest in the fleld of education.
I want to express my appreciation to you and
the Committee, of which you are Chalirman,
for this work you are doing. I think I realize
the problems your committee is confronted
with, but I hope you are successful in getting
the desired monies for school programs at
least one year in advance of the time they
will be needed.

Please call on us at any time that we can
be of assistance to you.

Sincerely,
Frep P, HAMILTON,

Superintendent, Oconee County Schools.

En Campo, TEX.

DeArR CHAIRMAN Perxins: It is my under-
standing that at the moment the House Edu-
cation and Labor Committee iz conducting
hearings on H.R. 514, which, if passed, will
extend the provisions of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act for a period of five
(5) years,

While it is impossible to adequately com-
municate the full impact of ESEA programs
upon the school children of the El Campo
Independent School Distriet of El Campo,
Texas, I feel that the ESEA of 1965 is one of
the best happenings to public school educa-
tion in this century. We have concrete evi-
dence of (1) Improved school attendance,
(2) Improved general health of low-income
students, (3) More individual instruction
for students due to use of teacher aides,
lower pupil-teacher ratio, and use of mate-
rials commensurate with the abilities of slow
learners and (4) Successful implementation
of school desegregation.

The above mentioned progress has been
greatly enhanced by many provisions of the
ESEA and we strongly urge the continuance
of the ESEA for a minimum period of five
() years. We are also very much in favor
of legislation that would permit forward
junding. If we are to have time to adequately
plan for effective programs it is mandatory
that we know how much money we will have
available at least one year in advance.

We appreciate the excellent work that your
committee has done in the past and we are
confident that you will continue to act in the
best interest of the school children of our
land.

Sincerely,
GEeo. E. THIGPEN,
Superintendent, El Campo Independent
School District.
ForT PAYNE, ALA.

Dear CoNGRESSMAN Perxins: May I take
& minute of your time to tell you how valu-
able I feel the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act has been to Fort Payne City
Schools.

We have profited greatly from Title I and
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Title II funds, These moneys have given us
an opportunity to put into our program
remedial and enrichment courses that we
feel have been of tremendous help, especially
to those of the lower economic groups.

By actual test scores we have been able to
improve the achievement level of many stu-
dents. For example, In our reading program
we have been able to reach students who
otherwise would have been lost, as far as
reading was concerned, without these Federal
funds.

Your continued support of these programs
would be deeply appreciated and I trust that
your committee will be able to work out the
program of appropriating and allocating
Federal moneys at least one year in advance
of the time that they would normally be
avallable. This is most important in order to
properly plan. Planning is the key to getting
the most from your money, wWhether it be
Federal, State, or local.

Those of us, who work dally toward giving
every student a better opportunity, ap-
preciates the efforts of men such as you at
the national level.

Sincerely yours,
W. A, ISRAEL,
Superintendent of Education.
SANDERSVILLE, GA.

Dear Mr. PEREINS: We very definitely need
a five-year extension of the Federal funds
used in the elementary and secondary edu-
cation programs. It would be lmpossible for
us to offer the type of educational advantages
we now offer without these funds.

With the approximately $500,000 received
in Federal funds annually we are able to pro-
vide some excellent programs including:

1. An unexcelled reading program.

2. Vocational programs:

(a) Industrial Arts.

(b) Auto Mechanics.

(c) Auto Body Repalr.

(d) Brick Masonry.

(e) Electrical Construction.

(f) Distributive Education.

(g) Home Economies.

(h) Vocational Agriculture.

3. Music.

4, Art.

5. Kindergarten and Reading Program in
the summer for about 600 children.

6. Free and reduced price lunches for low-
income children.

7. A Basic Adult Education Program.

The continuance of these funds is a MUST
for Washington County to continue the gqual-
ity of education for all its citizens we now
have.

Sincerely,
W.B. Ovzrs, Jr.,
Superintendent of Education,
Washington County.

WasHINGTON, N.C.

Dear Mr. PerriINs: Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act funds have served use-
ful and needed purposes in the Beaufort
County Schools. Improvements have been
made in the quality of instruction and the
services of the schools that otherwise would
not have been avallable without the ESEA
funds. Some of the improvements are listed
below:

1. A program to strengthen learning in the
language arts with emphasis on reading in
grades kindergarten through eight has been
instituted. Over 80% of the children who
qualify for participation in the ESEA pro-
gram had reading levels below the national
norms.

2. Some innovations and supplements that
the ESEA funds have made available are:

a. The employment of teacher aldes. They
render valuable assistance to the teachers.

b. The acquisition of audio visual equip-
ment and materials.
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c. Purchase of library and supplementary
instructional materials.
d. The institution of a kindergarten pro-

gram,

e. The institution of an In-service train-
ing program to upgrade the professional
qualifications of teachers.

3. The incorporation of supportive services
for economically deprived children with ESEA
funds to compliment the language arts pro-
gram includes:

a. Food and clothing,

b. Medical and dental services.

c. Guidance services.

d. Speech therapy.

e.Free lunches (The free lunch program
has been an immense amount of help in
relieving many of the children of malnu-
trition.)

I wish to strongly urge the appropriation
of funds to continue the ESEA program.
With these funds we have made great im-
provements in the instructional services for
the children who have the greatest deficien-
cles in their cultural achievements.

Yours very sincerely,
W. P, VEASEY,
Superintendent, Beaufort County Schools.
MouNT PLEASANT, TEX.

My Dear Mr. PERKINS: We are writing to
express our support for HR. 514, the bill
which would extend the provisions of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act for
a period of five years, and which would also
make possible the appropriating and allo-
cating Federal monies for school programs
one year in advance of the time that they
would normally be available.

As you well know, funds made availlable
to public schools through the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act make it pos-
sible for us to provide for a segment of
youth that would otherwise be neglected.
These programs are all educationally ori-
ented; however, some segments such as
health, nutrition and culture development
programs are auxiliary, but are all developed
with the accomplishment of educational ob-
jectives foremost in our minds.

Annual evaluations have proven the value
of these programs to the economically and
educably deprived youth of our district. This
is evidenced by the fact that we are able to
ralse the achievement level one or more
years beyond grade placement.

Further, it would be most advantageous
to local educational agencles if monies were
appropriated and allocated a year in advance,
as it would allow for a much more systematic
procedure in planning, both from the stand-
point of programs to be offered as well as
obtaining superior staff to carry through
with the programs in terms of meeting over-
all and specific educational objectives.

You can rest assured that any help you
might be able to give In assuring the con-
tinuation of this act, as well as securing ad-
vanced funding, will be appreciated.

Sincerely,
TERRELL W. OGG,
Superintendent of Schools.

Mr. Speaker, as is obvious from the
above statements, local school officials
clearly support the 5-year extension of
education programs proposed in the
committee-reported bill, HR. 514. Many
more of the school officials from the
Southern and Southwestern States have
communicated their enthusiasm for re-
cent Federal education enactments in
their responses to the school superin-
tendents questionnaire circulated by the
committee last fall.

In another statement which I plan
to insert in the ConNGrRESsIONAL RECORD
next week, I will share with my col-
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leagues some of the specific comments of
these school officials.

TRIBUTE TO THE HONORAELE
GEORGE W. ANDREWS, DISTIN-
GUISHED DEAN OF THE ALABAMA
DELEGATION

(Mr. BEVILL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, March 21,
1969, marks a significant milestone in the
distinguished career of the dean of our
Alabama delegation, the Honorable
GEORGE WILLIAM ANDREWS. On this date,
Congressman ANDREWS records his 25th
year of service to his country.

Since his election on March 21, 1944,
the voters of Alabama’s Third Congres-
sional District have returned Congress-
man ANDREws to Washington to repre-
sent them in the U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives.

Congressman ANDREwS is the third
ranking member of the powerful Appro-
priations Committee of the House of
Representatives, and serves on its sub-
committee which appropriates funds for
defense. He is chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Legislative Appropriations and
was recently appointed to serve on the
Public Works Subcommittee on Appro-
priations.

While my distinguished colleague from
Union Springs, Ala,, is, without question,
one of the most powerful and influential
men now serving in the Congress, he has
consistently placed the needs and well-
being of his country far above any per-
sonal ambition or recognition.

It has been my good fortune to receive
the advice and counsel of Congressman
Anprews for many years now, and I
consider it a distinct honor and privilege
to call him my friend.

During my service in the Alabama
State Legislature, I was privileged to
serve with Congressman ANDREws’ late
brother, the Honorable L. K. “Snag” An-
drews, who was also a highly skilled
dedicated public servant.

Congressman ANDREWS—by his dedi-
cation to the principles which have made
this Nation great and his determination
to look out for the welfare of every
American—has become known as one of
the most hard-working and knowledge-
able Members ever elected to this body.
Throughout these years of service, he
has been strengthened and supported by
his lovely wife, Elizabeth, and his son,
George, and daughter, Jane Andrews
Hinds.

An attorney by profession, Congress-
man GEORGE ANDREWS served as distriet
attorney in the Third Judicial Circuit
of Alabama for 12 years until he joined
the Navy in 1943. He was at Pearl Har-
bor when the voters of the Third Con-
gressional District elected him to Con-
gress to fill the vacancy created by the
d:ﬁ.h of the Honorable Henry B. Stea-
gall.

Mr. Speaker, it is with a great deal of
pride that I join with my colleagues
in the House in recognizing the lasting
contributions Congressman ANpREWS has
made to his district, State, and Nation.
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As he completes his first quarter cen-
tury of service, we pause to recognize his
many accomplishments, then we look to
the future and the continued outstanding
service of this great American.

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, on March
21, 1944, 25 years ago, the Honorable
GEORGE WILLIAM ANDREWS, beloved dean
of our Alabama delegation took the
solemn oath of office as a new Member of
the U.S. Congress from Alabama.

He was elected to fill the vacancy
caused by the death of the Honorable
Henry B. Steagall. At the time of his
election to Congress, he was serving as a
lieutenant, junior grade, in the U.S. Navy.
Lieutenant ANDREwWS was stationed at
Pear]l Harbor, and had been in active
duty in the Navy for some 14 months. He
was released from active duty by the
Navy Department to serve in the Con-
gress.

For 14 consecutive terms, the voters of
Alabama’s Third Congressional Distriet
have returned Congressman ANDREWS to
represent them in these hallowed Halls of
Congress. Representative ANDREwSs is
many things to many people—to his
lovely wife, Elizabeth Bullock Andrews,
and to his son, George, and daughter,
Jane Andrews Hinds, he is a devoted
father; to every member of the armed
services stationed throughout the world
he is a stanch friend and a strong sup-
porter in his dedication to strengthen
the military posture in behalf of a free
Ameriea; to his many constituents
throughout his district and among
friends who know him and respect him
throughout the State of Alabama, he is
the proverbial watchdog of the Treas-
ury—a Trecognized conservative and a
sturdy defender of preserving the rights
of individual States as granted in the
Constitution.

But whatever else he may be, Congress-
man GEORGE ANDREWS is indeed a re-
markable Member of this body. As chair-
man of the Legislative Subcommittee of
Appropriations and as a member of the
subcommittee acting on all appropria-
tions related to the Department of De-
fense and public works throughout the
country, he is one of the most powerful
men in the House of Representatives. In
fact, one of the national magazines re-
cently listed him among the most 10 in-
fluential Members of the entire Congress.

Despite his strong posture in shaping
the affairs of this country, our dean has
no desire to become a nationally known
political figure nor does he have a great
host of press agents pouring out copy
about him. The Congressman is willing
to do his job as a member of the House
Appropriations Committee without fan-
fare or blaring of trumpets, though he is
indeed, in seniority, now the third rank-
ing member of this powerful committee.

During his first few years in the House,
the Congressman was assigned to a series
of committees, including the Veterans’
Committee. But he was quickly selected
for the Appropriations Committee, where
he has chaired the Legislative Subcom-
mittee. Most of his work, in a 10- to 14-
hour workday, is as a member of the vital
Defense Subcommittee. This is the com-
mittee which is charged with spending
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most of our budget for the protection of
the American people.

As a member of this subcommittee,
GEORGE ANDREWS becomes a party to the
Nation's top military secrets. Some of the
greatest American scientists are not privy
to what is discussed in front of Congress-
man ANDREWS' subcommittee,

Mr. Speaker, as a junior Member of
this Congress, I shall always remain
grateful for the counsel and good advice
Congressman ANDREWS gave me when I
was a newly elected Member and I vis-
ited him in his lovely home in Union
Springs, Ala. He is a tireless worker, get-
ting to his office early and staying late.
We are indeed proud of him as the dean
of our delegation and wish to extend our
personal congratulations on the com-
pletion of his first quarter century in the
U.S. Congress.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may be
granted 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the 25th anni-
versary of service of my colleague, Con-
gressman ANDREwsS of Alabama,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ala-
bama?

There was no objection,

RAMON ROSALES, STOREKEEPER
THIRD CLASS

(Mr. pE LA GARZA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. pE 1A GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I re-
spectfully ask your indulgence, and that
of my colleagues, for just a few moments
to speak about a young man who, in my
opinion, is a great American. I single him
out from his buddies for no other reason
except that he is a Texan from the border
country where I come from—a product
of the heritage and culture peculiar to
this little corner of our great country.

Mr. Speaker, I do not know when we
will have a complete and thorough report
on the U.S.S. Pueblo, or whether we will
ever be able to make an intelligent deci-
sion on the right or the wrong of that
operation, but we do know of the indi-
vidual acts of courage and great valor of
many of the survivors. This is one of
them. Mr. Speaker, I speak of Ramon
Rosales, storekeeper third class, of El
Paso, Tex.

Allow me to quote from some of the
testimony given by Storekeeper Rosales
to the Navy Board of Inquiry:

We had lectures with a guy we called
“Specs” on decaying American democracy and
religion, He'd always get mad at me. He'd
always say there was no God and I would
stand up and tell him there was a God.

What a beautiful statement, Mr.
Speaker, from one who was under threat
of death at any minute. And just listen
to this young man from the border of
Texas explain the presence of God:

He asked me if I saw Him. I told him I saw
Him every day in the fiowers and trees. I told
him that God was life.
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What an eloquent statement in its
simplicity. Can you not, Mr. Speaker
and my colleagues, imagine just for a
moment the scene—a rough, arrogant
Communist, indoctrinated perhaps all
his life with the theory of a godless
world, being confronted by a 20-year-
old young man from our border country
of Texas, a young man who perhaps did
not have all the advantages which other
Americans had and he stood there, look-
ing the whole Communist world in the
face, saying to them: “There is a God.”
What a simple and yet so moving con-
frontation. No wonder the Communist,
in the words of Storekeeper Rosales, “got
kind of shook up.”

Again, Mr. Speaker, and my colleagues,
listen with me to the genuine eloguence,
to the inherent faith of this young man
when asked what most helped him sur-
vive those 11 months of hell. He said:

I think it was my faith in God and my
country and the decisions of my command-
ing officer.

Indeed, we have here the expressions
of a true child of God, of a patriot and
a sailor, worthy of his uniform. As a fur-
ther example of his explicit faith in his
country, Mr. Speaker, when asked if he
were a South Korean or a Filipino, he
answered them, “I am an American.”
He used no prefix, no suffix, just pure and
simple, he said, “I am an American,”
and then not being able to convince them,
he spoke in Spanish to them and even-
tually convinced them so that they
called him “Mexico.”

Storekeeper Rosales was severely ill
during the time he was imprisoned and
was denied medical attention according
to some of the testimony, and yet through
all of this he withstood the attempts of
the Communists to break his will. All
Americans should be extremely proud of
this young man, of his family who in-
stilled in him such faith in God and
such devotion to this country. I hope that
throughout our border country of Texas
of which he is a product, all Americans
join in paying tribute to this young man
in appropriate visits and ceremonies.

I respectfully ask you, Mr. Speaker,
and all my colleagues, to join with me
in extending to Ramon Rosales, store-
keeper third class, U.S. Navy, our best
wishes and our commendation for his
behavior in the face of the enemy, and
our strong support of the faith and de-
votion which he professed for God and
country and in extending to his family
and his friends our felicitations for hav-
ing given our country and the world
what we should proudly call “a man.”

NEWSPAPER PRESERVATION
OF 1969

(Mr. FEIGHAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his re-
marks, and, to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, the re-
cent Supreme Court decision prohibiting
a joint operating venture by two Tuscon
newspapers demands immediate atten-
tion and action by the Congress. The
20th century has witnessed not the
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growth, but the gradual demise of the
newspaper industry, as many of our Na-
tion's papers have been unable to cope
with rising production costs and the
competition with other media for ad-
vertising revenue.

In an attempt to resolve these eco-
nomic factors, newspapers in 22 cities
across the country have entered into
joint operating arrangements, whereby
only the commercial functions are
merged but competing news and editorial
voices are maintained.

The role of the press has become in-
creasingly important in our society.
Newspapers have continually demon-
strated their ability to affect policy de-
cisions at the local, State, and Federal
levels. We have been fortunate in this
country to foster and maintain differing
editorial opinions and I believe there is
untold advantage in continuing to make
all views available to the public. Our
democracy was founded on the precept
that every man should have a voice in
determining the direction his country
progresses. As the United States has con-
tinued to grow to a nation of 200 million
people, the press has performed valuably
in reporting and commenting on the
news of the day for the benefit of the
American citizenry. The opportunity to
read and hear diverse opinion on cur-
rent issues of importance is vital to every
American. What I fear is that such an
opportunity will be lost to the people in
the 22 cities across this Nation who pres-
ently benefit from two newspaper voices
operating under a joint arrangement.
Thomas Jefferson once said:

The basis of our government being the
opinion of the people, the very first object
should be to keep that right; and were it
left for me to decide whether we should have
government without newspapers or news-
papers without a government, I should not
hesitate a moment to prefer the latter.

‘While I do not feel it was the intention
of our former President to advocate
either course of action, the poignancy of
his remarks is not unrelated to the situa-
tion facing us today as a result of the
Supreme Court’s decision.

Every citizen should have access to all
shades of news and if this decision is sus-
tained, thousands of people will be
limited to one newspaper voice in their
cities. The divergent reportorial efforts
and subsequent commentaries of two
newspapers in a community must not be
allowed to die.

In Cleveland we are privileged to have
the outstanding services of the Cleveland
Press, a Scripps-Howard publication,
and the Cleveland Plain Dealer published
by Newhouse. In their efforts to promote
social causes, both papers are invaluable
not only to me but to our mutual con-
stituencies. It would be a disaster for
Cleveland if we were faced with the loss
of one of these voices.

I believe we in the Congress have a
duty not only to support but to encourage
the participation by the press in form-
ing public opinion and in determining
governmental policy decisions. Accord-
ingly, I have joined several Members of
the House in introducing the Newspaper
Preservation Act of 1969 to allow two
newspapers which have entered into a
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“joint newspaper operating arrange-
ment” to be treated as a single entity
under the antitrust laws. I am convinced
of the need to act promptly to preserve
competition in news and editorial policies
of papers that, affected by the Supreme
Court decision, may be forced to merge
or fold.

THE HIGH PRICE OF LUMBER AND
PLYWOOD

(Mr. WYATT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I need not
define for the House here today the na-
ture of the tremendous crisis facing the
Nation’s housing program.

This House Committee on Banking
and Currency has already announced
hearings to look into that matter. Our
concern is known.

But I would today like to ask this
House to consider the opportunities in-
herent in this erisis, not only for solu-
tions to the problems immediately at
hand, but for initiating one of the most
dynamic conservation programs of all
times.

You are familiar with the housing
goals we have already established. In the
Housing Act of 1968 we set our national
goal at 26 million housing units in the
next 10 years—or an average of 2.6 mil-
lion new homes every year, with 6 million
of the total to be built for our disadvan-
taged citizens.

Other nations who look to us for part
of their raw materials have set similar
goals. Japan hopes to build nearly 2 mil-
lion housing units this year, more than it
has ever built in any 1 year any time in
its history.

Tragically, though, as far as this coun-
try is concerned, these goals will not
be met. Economists had forecast 1.6 mil-
lion new home starts in the Nation this
year, a whole million less than we had
hoped for. But now—as a result of the
price crunch that alarms us all—the ex-
perts predict we will fall 200,000 units
short of that.

It is clear we cannot permit the pro-
gram to properly house Americans to
become stalled. The urban unrest we feel
in this country is real. We must provide
the means and the material to meet our
housing goals. We must have good hous-
ing. And we must have it soon.

All building material prices are cer-
tainly an important part of the prob-
lem we face, but they are only part.

Mortgage rates also have gone up.
Land costs have increased. Labor costs
have climbed. And combined, they have
imposed a serious burden on the
Nation’s homebuyer in every income
bracket, but most particularly in the low-
and middle-income groups.

I am not now going to attempt to dis-
cuss all the factors behind the increases
except to say that we need to be con-
cerned with each of them. But I can tell
you that the reason behind the mate-
rial price increase, particularly as it ap-
plies to lumber and plywood products,
can be linked to the very basic functions
of supply and demand.
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The soaring costs, quite simply, can be
traced directly to a shortage of raw ma-
terial and, therefore, can be eliminated
only if we remove the problems causing
the shortage.

The forest products industry has been
doing its utmost to meet material de-
mands from uncommitted log supplies,
that is, log available for domestic proc-
essing into lumber and plywood.

Last year the industry produced a rec-
ord 14 billion square feet of plywood, and
more than 30 billion board feet of soft-
wood lumber, with a large percentage of
both consumed by residential construc-
tion.

This year, both industries expect to
produce more, but not as much as the
market will require.

The plywood industry, for example, es-
timates it will produce 15.9 billion feet
this year, while the demand will exceed
16.2 billion feet at February price levels.

It would take an estimated 8 billion
board feet of additional lumber and ply-
wood just to fill the gap between what
the homebuilding industry expects to
build at 1.6 million units, and the ideal
goal of 2.6 million set in the 1968 Hous-
ing Act. The impact of the shortage on
the price of raw material has been most
severe.

Log prices in the woods of Oregon have
soared to frightening heights.

From 1962 to early 1968, stumpage
prices roughly quadrupled. In the 12
months between the last quarter of 1967
and the last quarter of 1968 the stump-
age prices for west coast Douglas-fir rose
;rom $42.70 to $92.90 a thousand board

eet.

An excellent example of the intense
competition to obtain scarce softwood
lumber for processing occurred this week
in my district. The timber was 70 to 80
years old and of a type found in the
BLM's “Tillmook Intensive Young
Growth Project.” It was a thinning sale
being offered by the BLM on Bell Moun-
tain. The BLM cruisers had estimated
the thinning to contain 1.3 million board
feet of timber. Industry’s estimate was
1.1 million. The appraisal price of $58
per thousand on BLM's volume estimate
was the minimum acceptable in this
Government timber sale. After intense
competition, this sale finally sold for ap-
proximately $120 per thousand. Addi-
tional road costs, harvesting, and so
forth, will make this thinning material
delivered to the mill cost $170 to $180 per
thousand before it ever is manufactured
into lumber or plywood, And this from
thinnings that do not produce the qual-
ity veneers needed for our best grades of
sanded plywood.

I find this—as my State finds it—one
of the most alarming aspects of the en-
tire situation. Mills face the frightening
possibility that should market prices fall
they will be unable to use the high-cost
material they have already agreed to
purchase.

But what of the challenges and the op-
portunities I spoke about?

It is obvious, I think, that if we are to
relieve the shortage, we must in some
way find additional raw material, for
added raw materials would not only re-
lieve the pressure on prices bid for new
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materials but permit the industry to sup-
ply all of the building material necessary
to house Americans.

We in Congress have talked in terms
of short-range solutions for many, many
years. And there is a need to talk about
them today. Such Federal timber selling
programs as high-cost, low-return sal-
vage and thinning sales, made possible
by the extreme shortage of timber for
processing and the usually high product
market for sales and in currently under-
developed Rocky Mountain forests, are
needed and welcomed. But they beg the
solution to the total problem. It is a
Band-aid approach to a deep gash.

Most desperately needed is a long-term
solution to the problem. One, that, as I
said, could become the most dynamic
conservation program of all time.

In reality, I suggest nothing new.
What I propose here has been tested and
proven by private industry and Govern-
ment in the timber producing Pacific
Northwest.

I speak, of course, about the introduc-
tion of the most modern forest manage-
ment techniques into the operation of
our national forests. I speak of high in-
tensity forest management known by
some as the management of the high
yield forest, by others as the manage-
ment of the dynamic forest and by all,
as a means of producing more timber
within a shorter span of time.

It is modern forestry, involving pre-
commercial and commerecial thinnings—
reforestation with super trees, genetics,
and fertilization—using every known
method of making trees grow more rap-
idly.

%he concept is not new. We pioneered
such developments in agriculture years
ago. And, as a result, we have new varie-
ties of corn and wheat and new breeds
of pork and beef which attest to the
validity of the effort.

The increases in production that we
could get in timber from our national
forests by adopting such a program could
be enormous. They could be more spec-
tacular than anything of this kind ven-
tured by Government before.

Edward P. Cliff, Chief of the Forest
Service, told the Senate Small Business
Committee last November that allowable
cuts could in time be increased about at
least two-thirds by such practices on the
more productive portions of the national
forests.

Some foresters in my home State of
Oregon have predicted even more sub-
stantial gains,

Oregon, as I have told all of you many
times, is the Nation's No. 1 forest State.
Forest products bring $1.5 billion 1n‘tro
the State's economy every year. The
State's forest industry has an annual
payroll of $600 million and provides more
than 85,000 jobs.

And we produce a quarter of all the
softwood lumber and half of the soft-
wood plywood in the entire Nation,

And in Oregon, we must rely for most
of our timber supply on Federal lands.
Federal agencies control 57.8 percent of
the 26.6 million acres of forests and
almost 65 percent of the softwood timber
volume in our State.

It should be obvious, then, that Ore-
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gon’s ability to help the Nation meet its
housing needs will depend, in large part,
on just how the Federal Government
manages the lands its controls.

At the Senate Small Business hearings,
Mr. Wesley Rickard, an independent
forest consultant and economist, said
that the annual allowable cut in the
national forests of the region, in his
opinion, could be increased anywhere
from 60 to 136 percent by the adoption
of the high-yield program.

He estimated we could harvest 340
million board feet of timber more than
is being harvested now on one of our
Oregon national forests and as high as
an additional 320 million board feet on
another.

The State of Washington’s Depart-
ment of Natural Resources originated
several years ago as a result of Wash-
ington State legislative action during the
time one of our colleagues, then a mem-
ber of that body, ably guided its creation.
That department of natural resources
now under the direction of Lands Com-
missioner Bert Cole also has been able
to increase its harvest from 469 million
board feet in 1959 to 774 million board
feet for the 1970 decade, with the adop-
tion of similar sound forestry practices.

And the Weyerhaeuser Co., which is
intensifying forest management on its
lands through a high yield forestry pro-
gram, expects to increase growth by more
than one-third.

It scems to me that we have no alter-
native but to adopt the sam. type pro-
grams on our Federal lands. Needs of
the Nation and the conditions of the raw
material pressures on our forests make
such a program imperative.

The effort, of course, will require ade-
quate funding. It will require a business-
like management approach. But it will
not call for a big spending program. In
fact, it will involve, in most instances,
simply a compression of expenditures
that would have been necessary even if
such a program were not adopted.

We would simply require immediate
funds for reforestation, for low-cost,
minimum-standard access roads, for
concentrated fertilization, thinning, all
of the techniques that modern forestry
practice should require anyway.

I do not mean to infer here that adop-
tion of a high-yield program for a
national forest will solve every ill im-
mediately. We need to review the present
timber sale policies of the Forest Service
to make sure that timber ready for sale
and available for sale is, in fact, put up
for auction.

We must remedy any manpower short-
ages which may hamper sales efforts. At
the same time new and better efficiencies
in manpower utilization in Federal tim-
ber management agencies might be de-
vised. We must help where we can in
making certain that railecars are available
for shipping products produced, listing
only a few of the immediate problems
that will also need our consideration. The
recent ICC order is an important step in
alleviating the perennial boxcar/flatcar
shortage and the ICC should be com-
mended for finally having acted to re-
solve this year's shortage.
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I have not yet touched on changes in
log export regulations for I feel that first
we must look at and resolve the biggest
problem in our timber supply question—
that of achieving a high level of forest
management on our public forest lands
and a high level of harvest commensu-
rate with management. Certainly with
Americans investing greater sums in high
intensity forest management in their
public forests they have a right to expect
the higher returns in wood products
suitable for American homes.

It, therefore, becomes increasingly evi-
dent that some further accommodations
must be achieved with the overseas users
of our softwood logs. Further joint clari-
fication and effort is needed to determine
the quantity of softwood products avail-
able for export but certainly the volume
should not be at the expense of our
Americans in need of proper housing. I
believe the present high softwood log
price situation may temporarily have
relieved export pressures.

Today’s high priced logs are probably
less attractive to export buyers than they
were in months past. However, we will
find the big erunch occurring this sum-
mer when the log export buying interests
again enter the timber buying market in
the West and this time possibly in the
southeastern pine forests of the United
States.

I would like to close my plea today for
the establishment of high-yield forests
on national forest lands, with an addi-
tional plea to conservationists to join the
fight. The youth and his family in the
ghetto to whom we have been promising
adequate housing has every bit as much a
vested interest in our national forests
and its products as a naturalist and
recreationist who wants the pristine
wilderness of that forest all for his own
personal enjoyment. The great national
forests belong to every person and every
segment of our country.

I am proud of my record as a conser-
vationist and for my support in obtaining
wilderness and recreation areas for the
use of the many who find the Nation’s
forests and its wilderness their particular
type of enjoyment. I am not advocating
nor have I ever advocated a policy of cut
and run. Those days are gone forever.
What I am advocating is that some of the
income derived from the sale of timber
products from our national forests be ap-
plied to paying for the intensified forest
management on the Federal lands, Pri-
vate industry is doing this most profit-
ably and successfully—the State of
Washington is doing this profitably and
successfully. The U.S. Department of De-
fense is doing this profitably and suc-
cessfully. While this will require some
more Federal dollars now, it is an estab-
lished fact also that for every dollar
spent today in high-level intensified for-
est management several additional dol-
lars are returned to the Federal Treasury.

The result of each increased invest-
ment in our FPederal forest management
during the past several years has been a
substantial increase in wood production
and a substantial profit in dollars plus the
wise use, not the wasteful disuse, of a
renewable resource.
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In the outgoing administration’s budg-
et it was estimated that the cash re-
ceipts from our national forests would be
$237.6 million. Largely because of the in-
creased price of stumpage, the Forest
Service now testifies that there will be
an additional $100 million of revenues
received by the Government over and
above the estimate previously made and
contained in the Johnson budget. Even
a small portion of this additional money
plowed back into intensive management
with assurances for necessary additional
regular financing in the future would
permit very substantial inereases in our
Forest Service timber harvest. The pro-
gram announced by the White House
vesterday for a small supplemental re-
quest for the Forest Service, plus a very
few million dollars additional moneys for
fiscal 1970 is encouraging evidence of the
concern over the supply of raw material.
It is, however, totally inadequate to
have any meaningful effect on the cur-
rent high prices of lumber and plywood
and I would like to be confident that this
is only the first short step toward really
resolving this problem.

It is about time the Federal forests are
managed in a real businesslike basis and
that the public agencies we are charging
with this management are not subjected
to the almost impossible handicaps in-
herent in the present Bureau of the
Budget and appropriation policies and
procedures.

Again, I emphasize for each of my col-
leagues that this program can be adopted
easily within the framework of the sus-
tained yield concept. In other words, our
forests can be maintained profitably un-
der this program without a reduction in
the number or the size of our forests. My
friends in the conservation movement
should realistically be aware of the fact
that the intelligent promotion of this
plan will provide more recreation areas,
more wildlife, and more access to those
wishing to use our forests for recrea-
tion—national forests belonging to every
citizen in our country.

OUTLOOK FOR OUDR} AVIATION AND
AVIATION INDUSTRIES

(Mr. PICKLE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks,
and to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, one of the
toughest problems we face in the con-
tinued growth of our country concerns
the outlook for our aviation and aviation
industries.

The day used to be that aviation was
the dedicated hobby of only a few ven-
turesome souls, but this is now far from
the situation. Aviation has become one
of the most dynamic moving forces in
keeping our country on the move, and
this growth, while it has been good, has
also presented us with many problems.

Probably the single greatest need in
development of our airports and air sys-
tems is that of reconciling the need for
tremendously expanded technical devel-
opment, with the desirability for keeping
aviation open to as many enthusiasts as
possible. This problem comes to us at a
time which is critical and important,
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because of the tremendous demands and
congestion recently being seen at many
of our leading airports.

These problems of congestion are not
important simply because they cause
greatly lengthened delays to the passen-
ger and wasted utilization of our air
equipment. They are also important be-
cause of the very serious and critical
challenges they make to aviation safety.

As we have heard the term so omi-
nously expressed before, many of our
major airports already have reached the
point of saturation. This is an apt and
telling description of the probable con-
sequences of letting the problem go un-
checked. Because if we allow the manner
of handling air traffic in and out of our
major population centers to progress as
we have done in the past, then we will
go beyond the point of saturation and
will literally see a flood of devastation
and disaster fall upon us.

Already we have reached the point at
which control requires upward of a
dozen tiers of circling traffic patterns.
It does not take much imagination to
realize the danger inherent in such a
situation and sadly enough, we have a
grim history of the type of failures I
mention. Perhaps the single most shock-
ing crash was the collision several years
ago between two airliners over Metro-
politan New York City.

We simply must get started on ways
to provide broad-based planning and ac-
tion to get the airports we need, and to
get them in convenient but safe loca-
tions. We must work to improve safety
procedures in the use of airways and air
systems. And we must do this in such a
way to promote fair and equitable access
by all users.

The problem is going to get worse be-
fore it gets better. One regrettable fact
in the development of airport and air
systems is that a 2- or 3-year leadtime
is required to bring about remedies to the
needs which already exist.

To attack the problem on the scale nec-
essary to get us back on top of our ad-
vance in technology will require the
efforts of the Federal Government and of
all aviation users,

It is against the backdrop of this crit-
ical series of problems that I am intro-
ducing today and in behalf of my col-
league, the gentleman from California
(Mr. Don H. CLAaUSEN), a package of leg-
islative remedies, designed to find the ap-
proaches which will provide the greatest
possible measure of self-help in the field
of aviation.

I am introducing a package of bills—
one to create and levy a reasonable num-
ber of taxes on most segments of the
aviation industry; and the other to
utilize these taxes in a newly created
aviation trust fund. It is my goal in
sponsoring this legislation to tap all pos-
sible sources of aviation use, in order
that each segment bear some portion of
the tremendous cost needed for aviation
development over the coming years.

It is my feeling that each part of the
industry will have to pay its fair share,
and I am hopeful that this approach
will meet with the approval of the groups
and individuals involved in this com-
plex and interwoven field.
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At this point, I would like to go over
the first of the two bills I am introducing,
the tax measure. This bill calls for
revenues from the following sources:

First, a tax of 2 cents a gallon on fuel
and gasoline used in commercial flights,
with the provision that half of this
amount shall be granted back to the air-
ports served by the scheduled carriers
to be applied toward the operation and
maintenance expenses of those airports;

Second, a tax of 8 cents a gallon on
fuel and gasoline used in other types of
flights—another provision in the second
bill allows a refund of 4 cents a gallon
to the State in which the retail sale
occurred in order that the State might
improve its own general aviation pro-
grams and services;

Third, an increased passenger tax on
commercial flights from 5 to 8 percent;
and,

Fourth, a new tax of 3 percent on air-
freight.

Mr. Speaker, another source which
probably should be tapped is in interna-
tional air travel. We have heard a lot
about a passenger tax and in all prob-
ability, I will offer an amendment to
these bills calling for a tax of $1 or $2
per person on all international air
travelers departing or coming into the
United States. I understand that $1 tax
probably would raise about $45 million
annually, and this might be one of the
areas to be considered in our committee
deliberations on a fair allocation of the
costs.

Fifth. At this point, I would also like
to note that the second bill provides for
an authorization of U.S. Treasury appro-
priations of up to $300 million annually
into the airport and airways trust fund.

You can see this approach calls on all
parties to make a contribution to im-
provement of the system: general avia-
tion; commercial aviation; airline pas-
sengers; air shippers; and the Federal
Government.

All of the revenues and appropriations
marked from the above sources are, pur-
suant to the second bill, pooled into the
airport and airways trust fund.

In setting these proposals out, how-
ever, I wish strongly to note that I am
not, in suggesting tax levels and per-
centages, attempting to make a hard and
fast judgment about the relative level of
contributions to be obtained from each
of the sources mentioned. Instead, I am
simply trying to draw a rough approxi-
mation as to what would be a fair dis-
tribution of the cost, and I would hope
that hearings on this measure would pro-
vide clearer evidence as to how many dol-
lars of revenue we are speaking of when
we mention, say, a tax of 8 cents a gallon.

In contemplating the intricate forces
at work in aviation, I came to the con-
clusion that the Commerce Committee or
the Ways and Means Committee would
have difficulty in making a final judg-
ment about how to allocate the costs
without the benefit of some kind of his-
tory under taxes and revenues at vari-
ous levels. It is for this reason that the
second bill contains a provision under
which the Secretary of Transportation
shall undertake a 2-year study “respect-
ing the appropriate method for allocat-
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ing the cost of the airport and airway
system among the various users and
shall identify the costs for the Federal
Government.”

In commenting on this second bill,
Mr. Speaker, I would like to proceed to
a more detailed explanation of its
provisions.

As indicated earlier, the bill creates
a trust fund, much like the Federal high-
way trust fund. The name of this fund
is to be the airport and airways trust
fund, and it will be administered under
the Department of Transportation. All
of the taxes specified in the tax measure
will be earmarked for this fund.
Moreover, there is a provision for al-
lowing contributions by the Federal
Government.

Moneys from the trust fund shall be
available for expenditure of grants au-
thorized to be made by the provisions
of the Federal Airport Act.

Also, the bill authorizes trust fund ex-
penditures to acquire, establish and im-
prove air navigation facilities and for
a number of other activities, including
the operation and maintenance of air
navigation facilities and research and
development activities as they relate to
safety.

In addition to the authorized expendi-
tures, the Secretary of Transportation,
as manager of the trust fund, is empow-
ered to guarantee airport development
loans. The type of loan covered by this
provision is a “hard” loan which affords
a reasonable assurance of redemption or
repayment.

Moreover, the loans must be made un-
der such terms as the Secretary deems
are necessary to assure that the airport
development made pursuant to such
loans does have adequate financial back-
ing for its completion.

The maturity of loans which may be
guaranteed under this portion of the bill
is a maximum of 30 years, and the total
amount of loans outstanding at any one
time may not exceed $1 billion.

Mr. Speaker, as I mentioned earlier,
the new tax of 8 cents a gallon imposed
on all flights other than scheduled and
supplemental carriers is subject to a re-
fund of 50 percent to the State in which
the retail sale occurred in order that
such State might improve its general
aviation programs.

Once the State has qualified and re-
ceived this refund, it shall be used only
to carry out a comprehensive State avia-
tion program which is designed to pro-
mote, encourage and develop civil aero-
nauties in that State, “properly adapted
to the present and future needs of such
State for an air-transportation system,
and not inconsistent with the promotion,
encouragement, and development of a
national air-transportation system.”

Mr. Speaker, as I mentioned briefly
earlier, the revenue provision calling for
a 2 cents a gallon levy on commercial
aviation fuel and gasoline is also subject
to a provision whereby half is earmarked
for a specific use.

In order to assure that there is a bal-
anced approach on the issue of providing
services back to the wvarious aviation
users, my bill includes a provision for air-
port operations grants to those airports
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served by commercial carriers. Specifical-
ly, the Secretary of Transportation is
directed to grant half of the 2-cent com-
mercial fuel tax to the “sponsors of public
airports and [such funds! shall be avail-
able for expenditure solely for expenses
(not otherwise eligible for Federal finan-
cial assistance) directly related to the
operation or maintenance of a public air-
port providing services to air carriers
engaged in air transportation.”

In establishing a formula for making
such operations grants, the Secretary
shall take into consideration the number
of air carriers serving the airport con-
cerned, including the equipment, accom-
modations, facilities and services pro-
vided the public by the carriers at such
airport. Also, he shall consider the im-
mediate and future needs for airport
services at such airport, and the geo-
graphie distribution of operational grants
as they will promote the development of
a national airport system.

Mr. Speaker, the final major portion
of the Airport and Airways Development
Act deals with an extension of the Fed-
eral Airport Aect, to authorize appro-
priations totaling $665 million over a
5-year period. This extension is of those
grant provisions which have already
provided a greatly improved standard
of service at airports all across the coun-
try. Moreover, there is an authorization
of $15 million over a 5-year period for
carrying out the Federal Airport Act in
Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Is-
lands. There is also a specific section
calling for an authorization of $70 mil-
lion over a 5-year period for the purpose
of developing “airports, the primary
purpose of which is to serve general avia-
tion and to relieve congestion of airports
having high-density traffic serving other
segments of aviation.”

Mr. Speaker, at this point, I believe
the main thrust of these bills should be
clear. The message is that if we are going
to continue to have an air system which
can respond to the demands of all users,
then we should create a system by which
each user bears his pro rata share of
the cost.

I have attempted in this bill to reach
out as far as possible to tap those sources
of revenue which legitimately should
bear a portion of the cost. I have at-
tempted to create a permanent system
which has the flexibility to grow in the
same way we all know that aviation will
grow in this country.

In the long run, I believe we cannot
ignore this problem a moment longer.
Already, we are seeing evidence that
the system is saturated to the point at
which some of the users are being rel-
egated to different roles—not by con-
seious choice, but simply because there
is now no other alternative safely to
handle the situation.

I say this situation cannot last muech
longer, and I am hopeful that we can
obtain quick hearings on these measures,
and on others to achieve this same goal.

OUTLOOK FOR AVIATION AND
AVIATION INDUSTRIES

(Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
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for 1 minute, to revise and extend his
remarks, and to include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, I
wish to associate myself with the re-
marks of the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
Pickie) and join in coauthoring the
legislation that he just explained to the
House.

I am pleased to join my distinguished
colleague, J. J. PickLE, in cosponsoring
legislation today to create a national air-
port and airways trust fund and to ad-
vance the “coordinated national plan of
airport and airways systems.”

Many here will recall that in August of
1967, I addressed this chamber on the
subject of “The Growing Crisis of the
Lack of Airports,” under a 1-hour spe-
cial order.

In those remarks, I outlined my gen-
eral impressions of the aviation situation
in America as follows:

First. The United States is facing an
airport crisis of immense proportions.

Second. There is no concentrated and
coordinated comprehensive program of
airport improvement in this country.

Third. It is my strong and carefully
considered opinion that the present na-
tional airport plan is out of date even
before it is completed.

Fourth. The economic growth of this
country can never reach its full potential
unless and until we update our airport
and transportation systems.

Fifth. The political leadership in this
country must immediately embark on a
program to establish a coordinated na-
tional plan of integrated airport systems.

In addition, I said that two basic re-
quirements were needed—adoption of a
“coordinated national plan of airport
and airways systems,” and a recom-
mended method of finanecing such a plan.

In regard to financing, I have long
advocated establishment of an airport
and airways trust fund similar to our
trust fund for highways so as to permit
each of these modes of transportation to
go forward together in the most efficient,
coordinated, and integrated manner.

The legislative package which Mr.
PickiLE and I have coauthored and are
introducing today is designed to indi-
cate and suggest ways and means the
necessary funds can be acquired to carry
out the creation and development of a
“coordinated national plan of airport
and airway systems.”

This legislative “package”
two bills.

The first creates revenues from various
aspects of the aviation industry, as fol-
lows:

First. A 2-cent tax per gallon on fuel
and gasoline used for commercial air
flights,

Second. An 8-cent tax per gallon on
fuel and gasoline used in other types of
flights,

Third. An increased passenger tax on
commercial flights from 5 to 8 percent,
and

Fourth. A new tax of 3 percent on air
freight.

The second bill provides for a U.S.
Treasury authorization of up to $300
million annually into the newly created
airport and airways trust fund.

contains
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Mr. PickrLE has already outlined the
details and intricacies of each of these
bills so I will not duplicate what he has
said.

Mr. Speaker, I am fully aware that
there are many diverse views on how best
we can and should finance an airport and
airway system and I am certain that
many aviation groups and interests will
not fully agree on every aspect of this
proposed legislation.

However, time is running out. Perhaps
the only way we can expect to arrive at
a successful conclusion, will be through
the deliberative process and one of pri-
mary objectives of this legislation is to
get us pointed in that direction without
any further delay.

Quite frankly, I believe hearings should
be scheduled soon to consider this and
other legislative proposals that have been
advanced to help resolve the serious air-
port and airway crisis that is worsening
with each passing day. In this regard, I
am hopeful that the Aeronautics and
Transportation Subcommittee of the
House Interstate and Foreign Commerce
Committee will also consider some of the
excellent recommendations recently
made by the aviation industry itself.

One of the most recent proposals to
evolve comes from a group of leading
general-aviation airplane, engine, and
avionics manufacturers, as follows:

First. Airways user charges: For gen-
eral aviation, an avgas and jet fuel tax
of 8 cents per gallon for the first year, 9
cents for the second year and 10 cents
for the third. For the airlines, 6 percent
on domestic and overseas passenger
tickets; 2 percent on international tick-
ets; 3 percent on domestic and inter-
national freight.

Second. Pro rata shares of total charge
for airways use: Airlines, 50 percent;
general aviation, 20 percent; and Gov-
ernment, 30 percent.

Third: Airports: Trust fund, would be
set up with its source an additional 2-
percent tax on airline domestic pas-
senger tickets and $2 per head on inter-
national passengers. Federal aid to air-
ports, would be continued on same 50-50
basis. Its funds would go principally to
small hubs, general aviation airports and
V-STOL facilities and would include
ILS.

I further believe the airlines transpor-
tation industry has some excellent im-
provement recommendations to make.
They are concerned over the fuel and
gasoline tax but tend to support the
“ticket tax" approach. The committees
should carefully evaluate each of these
“alternative” proposals.

The Aircraft Owners & Pilots Associa-
tion and the American Association of
Airport Executives have both advanced
very intriguing and exciting proposals
for airport development that merit close
consideration. The AOPA has recom-
mended formulating a public corporate
entity similar to the telephone and
Comsat approach.

In addition, I urge Congress and the
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com-
mittee to carefully review the recent
paper prepared and distributed by the
AOPA regarding the development of an
integrated airport and airway system
similar to that which I have advanced.
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Mr. Speaker, in this legislative pack-
age, Mr. PickrLE and I have attempted to
make one message crystal clear, and this
is the message—if the United States is
to have a truly effective and visionary
airport and airways system that is re-
sponsive to the needs of all users, then
each user should bear a pro rata share of
the cost. But there is one other very defi-
nite fact of life—the general public will
benefit tremendously by the implemen-
tation of this airport system. Therefore,
they should pay an equitable portion of
the airway system operating and mainte-
nance costs.

While we can and should study, de-
bate, and if necessary modify the for-
mula that is ultimately conceived—the
overwhelming need for such a fund is
abundantly clear and totally justified.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I submit
that we in the Congress must now attack
the airport and airway crisis problem in
America on a scale that will permit our
knowledge and expertise to catch up with
the lag that now exists. The safety of our
skies and the full economic growth po-
tential of our Nation is at stake.

This legislative package, in my judg-
ment, is a giant step forward in that
direction. I hope that all Members will
join in taking the initiative—we need
everyone's ideas and recommendations.

Frankly, the name calling and bicker-
ing that exists in the entire aviation
community must come to a halt. I have
a favorite expression that I would like
to share with my colleagues, ‘“‘progress is
born as a result of a clash of ideas mu-
tually dedicated to a common goal.”

Today, we have submitted an idea,
legislatively, toward a common goal—
the best balanced, coordinated, and in-
tegrated airport system in the world.

Far reaching? You bet. But, not too
big for a great nation made up of big
men.

LEGISLATIVE REORGANIZATION

(Mr. RUMSFELD asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and to include extraneous material.)

Mr. RUMSFELD. Mr. Speaker, today
I am introducing another copy of the
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1969,
which carries the names of 17 addi-
tional cosponsors. This brings the total
of cosponsors of this legislation to 92,
testifying to the broad support in Con-
gress for self-reform.

Change and self-renewal have become
a theme of our times, and the need to
update, modernize, and adapt is as press-
ing a problem for the National Legisla-
ture as for other institutions. The case
for congressional reorganization is par-
ticularly pressing in that it has been
more than two decades since we last re-
tooled our legislative machinery. The 92
cosponsors of this legislation are com-
mitted to legislative reform in this ses-
sion of the 91st Congress.

It is my hope that a majority of the
Members of the House of Representa-
tives, members of both parties, will com-
mit themselves to the reform movement
by cosponsoring bills providing for legis-
lative reorganization.

The following statement of March 4 by
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the House Republican policy committee
clearly reiterates our party's commit-
ment to bring the rules and procedures
of the Congress into the 20th century:
CONGRESSIONAL REORGANIZATION

“Congress itself must be reorganized and
modernized as a co-equal branch of govern-
ment.” (Republican platform, Aug. 7, 1968.)

‘“The awesome problems of today and the
challenges of the T0's demand an efficlent
and effective Congress. Unless Congress is
strengthened and new procedures and tech-
niques developed, there is grave danger that
the historic role of Congress as an essential
check on the massive power of the Execu-
tive may be dangerously diluted. Legisla-
tion is needed to update and modernize Con-
gress.” (Republican policy committee state-
ment, May 10, 1967.)

The Republican Members of the House of
Representatives are determined to bring the
rules and procedures of Congress into the
20th Century. Only by accomplishing legis-
lative reorganization, only by equipping it-
self with the machinery fitted to the times,
can Congress succeed in shaping laws that
cope with the complex problems of modern
society.

The bipartisan Joint Committee on the
Organization of Congress, established by
unanimous vote of both the House and the
Senate in the B9th Congress, has thorough-
1y studied the organization of the Leglsla-
tive Branch. Its report sets forth numerous
recommendations for improved structural
changes and operational procedures of the
Congress. In light of these recommendations,
legislation has been introduced which pro-
poses the following major improvements:

1. The establishment of a permanent
Joint Committee on Congressional Opera-
tions with continuing authority to study the
structure and procedures of Congress and
to recommend additional reforms and
changes.

2. The protection of the rights of the mi-
nority through the provision of additional
committee staff, the right to file minority
views in committee reports, the provision
of equal time on conference reports, and the
right to schedule witnesses during at least
one day of committee hearings.

3. The authorization of measures designed
to assist Members of Congress in the per-
formance of their Congressional duties. Such
measures would include enlarging commit-
tee staffs, strengthening and improving the
Legislative Reference Service, and authoriz-
ing committees to employ consultants on an
interim basis in order to take advantage of
expertise in various fields of knowledge.

4. The implementation of fiscal controls
and budgetary reforms that would include
(1) a greater utilization of the General Ac-
counting Office, (2) a multiple-year financial
projection of programs, (3) the updating
of the budget on June 1 of each year, and
(4) the requirement that responsible Ex-
ecutive Department officials testify before
the Appropriations Committee of each House
within 80 days after the budget is presented
to Congress.

5. The requirement that each standing
committee upgrade its oversight function
by the review and study, on & continuing
basis, of the regulations, procedures, prac-
tices and policies of the Government, per-
taining to the application, operation, admin-
istration and execution of the laws which
are within the jurisdiction cf the committee.

6. The more thorough supervision of lob-
bying activities,

7. The establishment of a Bill of Rights
for committees that would require announce-
ment of record votes, permit a majority to
compel the flling of a report or a bill, pro-
hiblt the use of proxies, and require the
printing of committee rules at the beginning
of each session.

Republicans have long urged Congres-
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sional reform. Their dedication to the im-
provement of the legislative branch is re-
flected in: (1) the establishment of the Re-
publican Task Force on Congressional Re-
form and Minority Stafing during the 88th
and 90th Congresses, (2) the House Repub-
lican Policy Committee Statement of May
10, 1967, cited above, (3) the Policy Commit-
tee Statement of October 10, 1966, (4) the
resolution passed by a unanimous vote of
the House Republican Conference on Octo-
ber 11, 1967, and (5) the Congressional re-
form plank in the National Republican Plat-
form of 1968.

The need for a modernized Congress has
never been more urgent than today.

The House Republican Policy Committee
reendorses the recommendations of its May
10, 1967 statement and urges the prompt en-
actment of legislation to modernize and im-
prove the Legislative Branch of the Govern-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, the list of cosponsors of
this legislation demonstrates that the
Republican commitment to legislative re-
organization is broad in terms of both
geography and seniority. Sponsors of this
legislative reorganization legislation as
of this date number 92 and include:

JoHN B. ANDERSON, of Illinois;

J. GLENN BeALL, Jr., of Maryland;

EpwaArp G. BIESTER, JR., of Pennsyl-
vania;

Bexnsamin B. BLACKBURN, of Georgia;

W. E. “BLL” Brocg, of Tennessee;

DonaLp G. BRoTtzMAN, of Colorado;

GaARrRY BrROWN, of Michigan;

James T. BrovHILL, of North Carolina;

JoHN BUCHANAN, of Alabama,;

J. HERBERT BURKE, of Florida;

GEORGE BusH, of Texas;

DaniEL E. BuTTON, of New York;

Joun W. BYrNEs, of Wisconsin;

WiLrLiam T, CaHILL, of New Jersey;

Don H. CrLauseN, of California;

James C. CLeverLanD, of New Hamp-
shire;

Bareer B. CoNaBLE, JR., of New York;

SiLvio O. Conte, of Massachusetts;

R. Lawrence CoucHLIN, of Pennsyl-
vania;

GLENN CUNNINGHAM, of Nebraska;

JoHN R, DELLENEACK, of Oregon;

Davip W. DeEnnNis, of Indiana;

JoHn J. Duncan, of Tennessee;

FLoreNCE P. DWYER, of New Jersey;

Jack Epwarbps, of Alabama;

John N, ErLENBORN, of Illinois;

MarviN L. EscH, of Michigan;

Epwin D. EsHLEMAN, of Pennsylvania;

PavL FinpLEY, of Illinois;

HaminTon FisH, Jr., of New York;

Louis FreY, JR., of Florida;

James G. PurTon, of Pennsylvania;

James R. GROVER, JR., of New York;

CHARLES S. GuUBSER, of California;

GiLBeErRT GUDE, of Maryland;

SEYMOUR HALPERN, of New York;

OrvaL HanseN, of Idaho;

JaMmes Harvey, of Michigan;

James F, HastinGs, of New York;

Craic HosMeR, of California;

Epwarp HuTcHINSON, of Michigan;

HasTtings KeITH, of Massachusetts;

TromMaAs S. KLEPPE, of North Dakota;

Dan KUYKENDALL, of Tennessee;

Joun Ky, of Iowa;

SHErRMAN P. Lroyp, of Utah;

MANUEL LUJAN, of New Mexico;

Donawp E. LUKENS, of Ohio;

RoBERT McCLoRY, of Illinois;

PauL N. McCLOSKEY, JRr., of California;

James A. McCLURE, of Idaho;
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CLARK MACGREGOR, of Minnesota;

CATHERINE MAY, of Washington;

THoMAs J. MEskILL, of Connecticut;

RoserT H. MicHEL, of Illinois;

CaEsTER L. M1zE, of Kansas;

F. Braprorp MogsE, of Massachusetts;

Rocers C. B. MorTON, of Maryland;

CHARLES A. MosHER, of Ohio;

AwcHER NELSEN, of Minnesota;

TaoMAs M. PeLLY, of Washington;

JErRY L. PETTIS, of California;

ALEXANDER PIRNIE, of New York;

ALBERT H. QUIE, of Minnesota;

Tom RamLseack, of Illinois;

OcpEN R. REID, of New York;

DowarLp W. RIecLE, Jr., of Michigan;

Howarp W. Rosison, of New York;

Wirriam V. RoTH, Jr., of Delaware;

DonaLp RumsreLp, of Illinois;

Privir E. RUpPE, of Michigan;

CuHARLES W, SanDpMAN, JR., of New Jer-
sey;

JoHN P. SaYLOR, of Pennsylvania;

HerMAN T. ScHNEEBELI, of Pennsyl-
vania,;

FrED SCHWENGEL, of Towa;

KEeiTeH G. SEsELIUS, of Kansas;

GARNER E. SHRIVER, of Kansas;

J. WirLriam StanToN, of Ohio;

Sam STEIGER, of Arizona;

Wirriam A. STEIGER, of Wisconsin;

RoBERT TarT, JR., of Ohio;

FrLeTcHER THOMPSON, of Georgia;

GuUy VANDER JacT, of Michigan;

LoweLL P. WEICKER, Jr., of Connecti-
cut;

CHARLES W. WHALEN, JR., of Ohio;

G. WiLLiam WHITEHURST, of Virginia;

LarrY WINN, JR., of Kansas;

JoHN WoLbp, of Wyoming;

WEeNDELL WyATT, of Oregon;

Joun W, WyDLER, of New York;

Rocer H. Z1oN, of Indiana; and

JorN M. ZwacH, of Minnesota.

EXAMINATION TO BE MADE
CONTROVERSIAL CENSUS QUES-
TION ISSUE

OF

(Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend his remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON. Mr.
Speaker, as my colleagues are well aware,
there is considerable controversy sur-
rounding the aprroaching 1970 census.

In my capacity as chairman of the
Subcommittee on Census and Statistics,
I intend to undertake a complete exami-
nation of the controversial census ques-
tion issue. This investigation will com-
mence at a hearing scheduled for 10
a.m., Monday, March 31, 1969.

This issue is of vital importance. The
1970 census will directly involve every
household in this country. The American
public is concerned regarding the con-
tent and number of questions that are
contemplated for the 1970 census forms.
1t is clear that a comprehensive review of
the program must be initiated.

These hearings, Mr, Speaker, will be
the first comprehensive hearings on the
census dispute. Furthermore, I hope to
hold some of the subsequent hearings in
key areas around the country, in order
that our committee might hear firsthand
what various public officials, educators,
and businessmen have to say about the

March 20, 1969

census. My objective will be to determine
whether the procedures, questions, and
use of the information obtained by the
Census Bureau is honestly beneficial to
our people, or simply a convenience to
various special interests.

Congressman BeTTs, along with others
among my colleagues, has raised ques-
tions which have placed doubts in our
minds as to the need of threats of a jail
sentence for not answering census ques-
tions, the need to make the answering of
all questions mandatory, and the need
for asking certain questions that seem
to be of a very personal nature. While
I do not necessarily agree with all the
statements Mr. BETTs has made or all
the coneclusions he has drawn, we are
indebted to him for the contribution he
has made in raising the issue.

I can assure you, Mr. Speaker, that I
plan to do whatever is necessary to
formulate census procedures that meet
the needs of our National, State, and
local governments without invading the
privacy of our citizens.

DOOR-TO-DOOR FRAUD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. HALPERN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, a Ja-
maica, N.Y., housewife was told by a
door-to-door salesman that she could
keep a set of encyclopedias to show her
husband—no obligation—just sign here.

A Queens Village woman was given
a low-key sales pitch by a door-to-door
salesman selling magazines. When she
indicated she was not interested, he
said he was working for an antipoverty
program and accused her of refusing to
help the poor “get ahead in life.” Intimi-
dated, she subsequently purchased $100
in magazines she neither wanted nor
needed.

A Bayside housewife bought a vacuum
cleaner from a door-to-door salesman at
what she thought was a bargain price.
She later found out that she was obli-
gated, over a 2-year period, to pay an
amount three times the department
store price for the same item.

Mr. Speaker, these are just a few ex-
amples of fraudulent sales practices
which many door-to-door solicitors en-
gage in, in order to dupe the unsuspect-
ing housewife into buying their product.

I have long believed that we must pro-
tect the housewife, who is unprepared
for the high-pressure deceptive tech-
niques employed by the professional
salesman when he appears uninvited and
unannounced at her door.

After hearing his sales pitch, she may
sign a contract for what initially appears
to be a bargain price, only to learn later
that she has been grossly misled. By
then, however, it is too late, and she and
her family are saddled with large pay-
ments on unwanted and excessively
costly items.

In an attempt to tighten controls on
these and other such door-to-door sales
frauds, I am foday introducing legisla-
tion to provide a “cooling off period”
during which the consumer can recon-
sider his purchase. Under this proposed
legislation, the customer can rescind the
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sale if he acts within a reasonable period
of time.

The buyer would have the right to do
so, if he notifies the seller of this desire
in writing, either by letter postmarked
no later than midnight of the second
business day following the initial pur-
chase, or by letter hand-delivered to the
office of the seller not later than mid-
night of the second business day follow-
ing the purchase.

The seller would also be required to
inform the customer in clear, precise
terms, of his right to reseind the con-
tract within that period of time.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that this bill
has an excellent chance of passage in the
91st Congress because it is long overdue,
and because of the increased public
awareness of the need for consumer pro-
tection legislation. I urge all of my col-
leagues to join in support.

RACKETEER INFILTRATION OF
LEGITIMATE BUSINESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Virginia (Mr. PoFF) is recog-
nized for 15 minutes.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Speaker, there is no
graver threat to our competitive, free-
enterprise economic system than rack-
eteer infiltration of legitimate business.
Apparently this phenomenon is growing.
The State of New York Commission of
Investigation has been conducting a con-
tinuous inquiry into the influence of or-
ganized crime in that State and yester-
day the chairman of the commission tes-
tified before a subcommittee in the other
body as follows:

Despite all the efforts thus far made by
various law enforcement agencies, it must
be acknowledged that organized criminal ac-
tivities continue. Much has been and is be-
ing accomplished by Federal and local au-
thorities to slow the growth of o
crime. Nevertheless, It is plainly still very
much alive and moving out in new directions.
From gantbling, narcotics and loan sharking
it has extended its tentacles into the field of
commerce and industry. It has utilized its
vast resources to infiltrate diverse kinds of
legitimate businesses. In our investigations,
the Commission has found that the means
used by racketeers to penetrate and to gain
control of legitimate business, or simply to
engege in extortion, ranged from old fash-
ioned muscle and violence to such more
sophisticated techniques as using a big un-
derworld name as a salesman, or merely men-
tioning such a name as being connected with
a particular company, or “borrowing"” money
with no intention of ever repayilng the
“loan.” Of course, many other techniques
were utilized.

Another witness made this point. In
this context, the term “legitimate busi-
ness” is really a misnomer. Once the
racketeers move into a business, however
legitimate the product or service, the
business ceases fo be run legitimately. It
could hardly be otherwise. These men
have been outlaws all their lives. They
will continue to practice all their habits
of violence and intimidation in competi-
tion with lawfully run businesses and
they will continue to cheat and steal
wherever they can with the law-abiding
consumer public as their principal vie-

.
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Last year I collaborated with the dis-
tinguished Senator from Nebraska, Ro-
MAN Hruska, in fashioning two bills
which aimed specifically at racketeer in-
filtration of the legitimate business com-
munity. Their principal thrust was the
utilization of already existing antitrust
machinery to attack the potential mo-
nopoly power of the hoodlum-dominated
business and its inherent exercise of un-
fair competition with lawfully run busi-
nesses in the same field. Earlier in this
session I reintroduced both bills—HR.
326 and HR. 327, 91st Congress, first
session.

The antitrust section of the American
Bar Association has endorsed the prin-
ciples and objectives of both bills. The
section has also made some helpful rec-
ommendations which have resulted in
redrafting. The changes have not been
substantial but the two earlier bills have
now been consolidated into one which I
have introduced here today and which
the Senator from Nebraska is concur-
rently introducing in the other body.

The bill is entitled the “Criminal Ac-
tivities Profits Act of 1969.” I view it as
the perfect vehicle to promote a Federal
program against racketeer infiltration of
legitimate business. It is innovative in
that it vitalizes procedures which have
been tried and proven in the antitrust
field and applies them in the organized
crime field where they have seldom been
used before.

In my view the bill is eminently worth
while. I earnestly commend it to the
attention of the Judiciary Committee for
prompt and full consideration.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN HIGH-
WAYS ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. FARBSTEIN) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I have
today introduced the Public Participa-
tion in Highway Development Act of
1969, This legislation would enact into
positive law parts of the regulations pro-
posed on public hearings—Ilater substan-
tially modified by the Federal Highway
Administration—including the appellate
review provision. It would require State
highway departments to provide citizens
organizations and individuals with full,
complete, and timely information perti-
nent to any aspect of the location and de-
sign of a proposed highway. It would
also allocate 3 percent of Federal revenue
authorized for highway construction to
citizens organizations for the hiring of
professional expertise in connection with
a proposed highway.

Mr. Speaker, I introduce this measure
today to further the objectives expressed
in the Pederal-Aid Highway Act of 1968
that the economie, social, and environ-
mental effects of a proposed highway
system be taken into account in its lo-
cation and design. This object cannot be
achieved through the simple passage of
a law with the expectation that the high-
way bureaucracy will immediately and
fully carry it out. The obstacles are sub-
stantial. They may generally be charac-
terized as inertia, the professional ori-
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entation of the highway engineer, and

the dominant position of what has come

to be called the highway lobby.

I. OBSTACLES TO THE CONSIDERATION OF THE
ECONOMIC, SOCIAL, AND ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT OF HIGHWAYS
For years, the only thing with which

highway engineers have concerned
themselves was the cost and location of
the highway. It has only been in the
last 10 years that road builders have
learned that highways have a profound
effect on the mneighborhoods around
them. There is thus much inertia to
overcome.

More significant than mere inertia is
the professional orientation of highway
engineers. Critics of highway engineers
suggest that they are concerned solely
with the cost of construction and the
price of land, regardless of the conse-
quences. They are trained to deal with
gradients and drainage problems, not
social costs or esthetics. Or, as Lewis
Mumford declares:

The engineer regards his own work as
more important than the other human
functions it serves.

Unfortunately, these characterizations
appear to be true. A columnist for the
Christian Science Monitor discovered
that highway engineers do fit the image
conjured up by their crities, saying:

If they are not wholly numb to the issue
of the freeways soclal costs . .. at least
they rank this factor far below the primary
goal: meeting the construction schedule.

The divergence in orientation between
this kind of orientation and the prinei-
ples expressed in the 1968 Highway Act
are well documented by a study under-
taken in Chicago. The routing of a pro-
posed highway through the central part
of the city was analyzed on the basis of,
first, engineering aspects; second, im-
pact upon existing communities; and
third, potential land-use improvements.
The routings resulting from a separate
consideration of each of these three fac-
tors were, not surprisingly, radically dif-
ferent. This is used as an illustration of
the wide divergence between engineer-
ing orientation and national policy in the
field of highways.

If inertia and an adverse professional
orientation were not sufficient obstacles
to full and effective consideration of eco-
nomie, social, and environmental factors
in highway development, the existence
of the highway lobby is. The highway
industry, composed of State highway de-
partments, concrete, and asphalt road
construction companies, oil, trucking
and auto trade associations reap good
size profits from the construction of
highways. As long as highways continue
to be built and the society depends on
the automobile, these industries will
prosper. Their size and prosperity make
them a potent force, with which to be
reckoned. They are considered next to
the military-industrial complex to be
the most powerful lobby in the United
States. The main thrust of their activi-
ties is to build as much highway as pos-
sible. Consideration of economie, social,
and environmental factors slows down
this process.
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II. LACK OF CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT
IN GOVERNMENT

The sure way to achieve a full consid-
eration of the economie, social, and en-
vironmental implications of a highway
proposal is to bring the citizens of the
affected communities into the decision-
making process. People living near a pro-
posed highway have a strong interest in
the economic, social, and environmental
impact of that highway and, given half
a chance, will make sure these factors are
being adequately considered.

Unfortunately, citizen involvement in
highway development up to now has
been minimal. The hearings requirement
of the highway law has been little more
than a mockery serving as little more
than a vehicle to give the highway de-
partment an opportunity to tell the pub-
lic where the new highway is to be lo-
cated and what its design is to be. The
citizen can nod approvingly, or do noth-
ing, it makes little difference in the ulti-
mate decision. The Senate Committee
on Public Works made this point in its
report on the Federal Aid Highway Act
of 1968:

The public hearings held by the States,
under the requirements of Section 128, title
23, United States Code, have been less than
adequate in performing the intended func-
tlons of informing the public and allowing
those affected to adequately voice their opin-
ions, recommendations and suggestions.

The policy of the Federal government has
been merely to require the States to certify
that a public hearing was held.

The highway is but a symbol of the
feeling of helplessness of our society,

where the human being is lost in the
complexity and size of his environment;
unable to impact on it, indeed, lost in it.
Richard Goodwin pinpointed this as “the
malaise which has eaten its way into our
society evoking an aimless unease, frus-
tration and fury.” It is to this feeling of
helplessness that he credits much of the
rebellion in society today. Nor does he
limit this characteristic to the poor and
the minorities. It is most characteristic,
he suggests, of the American majority—
those who are neither poor nor black.

This feeling of helplessness extends as
well into the society’s institutions, par-
ticularly its governmental institutions.
He says:

The unexciting and envy-producing tone
of the non-poor citizen’s private life is
heightened by the growing remoteness of
public life. The air around him is poisoned,
parkland disappears under relentless bull-
dozers, traffic stalls and jams, airplanes can-
not land, and even his own streets are unsafe
and, increasingly, streaked with terror. Yet
he cannot remember having decided that
these things should happen, or even having
wished them. He has no sense that there is
anything he can do to arrest the tide. He
does not know whom to blame. Somehow,
the crucial aspects of his environment seem
in the grip of forces that are too huge and
impersonal to attack. You cannot vote them
out of office or shout them down. Even when
a source of authority can be identified, it
seems hopelessly detached from the desires or
actions of individual cltizens.

A prime example of this is the Lower
Manhattan Expressway in New York
City. Everyone appears in favor of it
except the people of New York. Yet, it
proceeds in spite of this.
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Given this context, the regulations
proposed last October by the FHA re-
quiring separate public hearings on the
locations and design of a highway system
well in advance of the making of the
decisions on these questions was most
welcome. Such hearings were to consider
the social, economic and environmental
impact of the highway as well as alterna-
tive means of transportation which
might serve the public better than the
planned highway segment. The citizen
was to be given an opportunity to par-
ticipate in the dialog which would re-
sult in a highway decision. But most
significant of all, the public participation
in such hearings was meant to be more
than ritualistic involvement. The pro-
vision for appellate appeal guaranteed
the participants that the views they ex-
pressed would be considered and weighed
in decisions relating to highway location
and design. These hearings, according to
the Senate Public Works Committee,
would produce more than a public pre-
sentation by the highway department
of its plans and decisions.

The highway lobby, unfortunately, did
not relish the prospect of citizens hear-
ings placing a further obstacle in the
path of highway construction and vocif-
erously opposed the adoption of the pro-
posed regulations. They produced before
the FHA hearing State highway officials,
associations of contractors, auto manu-
facturers, and truckers, something called
the “good roads Federal,” chambers of
commerce, and from Iowa alone, the full
range of materials suppliers: Limestone
Producers, Asphalt Pavement Associa-
tion, Concrete Paving Association. The
man from Indiana Highways for Sur-
vival came to say that survival of the
American economy depended on the
good health of the contracting business
in which, he complained, profits are
“razor thin.” The opposition flelded a few
big-ecity majors or their representatives,
conservationists, planners, architects,
and some urban citizen groups. The hear-
ings made clear that the lobby's op-
ponents were outgunned. They did not
have much artillery to begin with and
many on their side were absent: who
was going to pay their way to Washing-
ton?

The pressure from the highway lobby
brought retreat; and the regulations
finally published in the Federal Register
were not only downgraded to the level
of a policy and procedure memorandum,
but the provision requiring consideration
of other forms of transportation at the
public hearings was dropped and, most
significant of all, the right of appeal was
eliminated.

Even this emaciated version published
on January 18 faces the prospect of
being repealed. A spokesman for the
American Road Builders Association pro-
nounced himself satisfied: the regula-
tions had been gutted of any threat to
the lobby.

III. REQUIRES PUBLIC HEARING

Mr. Speaker, I have introduced the
Public Participation in Highway Devel-
opment Act of 1969 for the purpose of
putting the Congress on record in favor
of citizen involvement in highways, plac-
ing a firmer foundation under the hear-
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ing procedure and broadening the cur-
rent procedure to include discussion of
alternative means of transportation and
establishing the appellate appeal pro-
cedure.

First, this legislation would make clear
that Congress stands behind the people
and not the bureaucrats or highway in-
dustry. The first part of the declaration
of policy declares:

The Congress hereby declares that it is in
the national interest to take into full account
social, economic, and environmental effects
in the development of Federally-aided high-
ways, and that this can best be accomplished
by guaranteeing effective public participa-
tion in the consideration of highway location
and design proposals by highway depart-
ments before submission to the BSecretary
of Transportation for approval, and by pro-
viding effective means for administrative ap-
peal.

Second, this legislation would place a
firmer foundation under the hearing pro-
cedure by enacting it into positive law
and thus protecting it from administra-
tive elimination and giving it the greater
authorty positive law enjoys over admin-
istrative edict.

Third, this legislation would signifi-
cantly broaden the scope and impact of
the current hearing procedure by re-
quiring alternative means of transporta-
tion to be discussed at the public hear-
ings, require a separate hearing for loca-
tion and design in all cases where the
highway segment would go through a
community of 5,000 or more persons, and
require that public notification of hear-
ings not be limited to those on a specific
mailing list, but go to all interested per-
sons.

Fourth, this legislation would reestab-
lish the appeal procedure, without which
the opinions expressed at the hearings
could be totally ignored. Without the
suspensive appeal procedure, the hear-
ings become totally meaningless.

IV. REQUIRES FULL, COMPLETE AND TIMELY

INFORMATION

The public participation in Highway
Development Act of 1969 also requires
State highway departments to provide
full, complete, and timely information
pertinent to any aspect of the location
and design of proposed highways: to any
organization or individual requesting it;
and that such information shall be pro-
vided in sufficient time prior to the hold-
ing of any public hearings as to afford
full opportunity for preparation for that
hearing. This section carries out the
spirit of the Freedom of Information
Law. In the words of the President of
the United States:

A democracy works best when the people
have all the information that the security
of the nation permits. No one should be able
to pull curtains of secrecy around decisions
which can be revealed without ln]ury to the
public interest.

The general rights and desirability of
participation in the democratic process
by the citizens is clear. The problem is
the practicality of that participation. If
citizens in this society are to have an in-
put to the decisions of government, they
need more than a guarantee that their
opinions will be listened to, they must
know what that government is planning
and doing. Without information on the
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problems, the alternatives, and an actual
opportunity to express views, the super-
structure of our system is without foun-
dation. Any degree of participation in
decisions of government is meaningless
unless the participants are informed.
Unfortunately, much is kept from the
public by the highway engineer as those
associated with Gunston Hall in Virginia
could tell you. The Virginia Highway De-
partment announced that a highway was
planned through the property of the his-
toric home of one of the Founding
Fathers. When the board of Gunston Hall
tried to find out the specific routine,
they met with the response that the de-
tails of the route had not been com-
pletely formulated and thus the in-
formation was not available. Yet, the
State highway department was going to
the neighboring jurisdiction to secure
legal approval for the routing of the
same road.
V. ALLOCATES FUNDS FOR HIERING PROFESSIONAL
EXPERTISE FOR CITIZEN GROUPS
Finally, the public participation on
Highway Development Act of 1969 allo-
cates funds to citizens’ organizations for
the purposes of hiring professional ex-
pertise including engineers, planners and
architects in connection with a proposed
highway. The amount would be 3
percent of the funds authorized for high-
way construection, and such funds would
be available only so long as no final de-
partmental determination had been
made on the highway. The Secretary, in
consultation with the Secretary of HUD
and the Director of OEO, would identify
neighborhoods having substantial inter-
est in a proposed highway project and
establish criteria for the recognition of
citizens’ organizations which are broadly
representative of the interests and needs
of the respective neighborhood. He would
also establish professional standards to
be met by any professional hired by a
citizens’ organization under the program.
Society has become increasingly pro-
fessionalized and relies on the expert to
provide the authoritative analysis. In
the field of higchway construction, Gov-
ernment holds a near monopoly on the
expertise, thus it is difficult, if not im-
possible, for laymen to effectively partici-
pate in decisionmaking unless they are
provided with comparable expertise. An
excellent example of the power this
monopoly gives the highway department
is again found in connection with the
Lower Manhattan Expressway. The en-
gineers originally justified the need for
it in terms of high suburban need; 80
percent of use, they said, would be sub-
urban. When the citizens of New York
rebelled against giving up their homes
for the benefit of suburbanites, the de-
partment came right back with a study
demonstrating 80 percent of the traffic
would be local. This it was hoped would
help overcome the opposition to sacrific-
ing for suburbanites.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr, GERALD R. FORD asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr, GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I take this time for the purpose of asking
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the majority leader the program for next
week.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the
distinguished minority leader yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, the pro-
gram for next week is as follows:

Monday is District day, but there are
no Distriet bills.

At this time we have no legislative
business for Tuesday.

For Wednesday and the balance of the
week we have the following:

H.R. 5554, to provide a special milk
program for children, which is subject to
a rule being granted;

H.R. 337, to increase the maximum
rate of per diem allowance for employees
of the Government traveling on official
business, which is subject to a rule being
granted;

H.R. 7757, to authorize appropriations
during fiscal year 1969 for procurement
of aircraft for the Armed Forces, which
is subject to a rule being granted; and

Miscellaneous committee funding reso-
lutions from the Committee on House
Administration.

I might add that there is a possibility
of a supplemental appropriation bill be-
ing brought up next week, although we
do not yet have assurance sufficient to
place it on the program. We will an-
nounce any other program later.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
MARCH 24, 1969

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, in view of
the fact that we have finished the legis-
lative business for this week, I ask unani-
mous consent that when the House ad-
journs today that it adjourn to meet on
Monday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
AspINaLL) . Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to dispense with busi-
ness in order on Calendar Wednesday of
next week.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

ONE SET OF TAX LAWS FOR THE
RICH, ANOTHER FOR THE POOR

(Mr. PODELL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.)

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, a double
standard dominates the American tax
system. Under it there is a rich man’s
tax law and a poor man’s tax law. There
is a corporation’s tax law and a middle-
class citizen’s tax law.

A time has arrived for reform. Not the
false act of pasting a band-aid over a
cancer, but meaningful reform with teeth
in it for evaders and relief in it for the
sufferers.

There are 21 Americans who earmed
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over $1 million in 1967 and paid nothing
at all in Federal tax. And 134 others who
each earned over $200,000 paid nothing,
either. These are the wealthy who ride
for nothing in the heavy wagon pulled
so painfully and so far by so many of us.

We must seal off the escape hatches
through which these wealthy tax evaders
slip, clutching their profits so tightly.
Certainly we could easily shut those tax
loopholes through which passes the same
$9 billion the surtax is collecting from
all of us.

We must tax capital gains untaxed at
death and eliminate unlimited charitable
deductions. We must eliminate special
tax treatment for stock options as well
as the tax exclusion on the first $100 on
dividends.

We certainly must eliminate benefits
derived from breaking up one business
into a number of separate parts for tax
purposes.

Let us remove the tax exemption on
municipal industrial development bonds,
while taxing income from municipal
bonds, but aiding municipalities with
Federal subsidy to compensate for higher
borrowing costs.

Let us do away with the oil depletion
allowance altogether, as well as reduce
other allowances on certain minerals.
We must establish the same rate for
estate and gift taxes, while limiting hob-
by farmers use of farm losses to offset
other income. Let us further eliminate
depreciation deductions by real estate
speculators and repeal the T-percent in-
vestment tax eredit.

Cumulatively, these accumulated evils
have had the effect of undermining the
faith our citizens are supposed to have
in the Nation’s tax system. If the in-
stitution that is this Congress remains
unresponsive to the obvious massive de-
sire by the people for many of these re-
forms, we shall fail in our duty to those
who elected us. Nor will a package of
make-believe reforms be acceptable. We
must be responsive to the demands of the
people.

THE TFX-F-111 DEBACLE—
AUSTRALIAN PHASE

(Mr. PODELL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the ReEcoORD,)

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, the more
I delve into the multifaceted world of
the TFX-F-111 series, the more fas-
cinating become the revelations. Be-
cause many of our free world allies be-
came involved in one way or another
with the plane, I have sought to find
out what they have to say on the subject.
Among them are the Australians, who
were not able to cancel the plane out-
right, as the British did.

Accordingly, I have obtained some ac-
tual debates which have taken place in
the Australian Parliament on the TFX-
111C, the version of that plane sold
them in 1963.

Originally, their price was supposed
to be in the area of $125 million. As of
now, these same costs have skyrocketed
to the $300 million area. Our Australian
friends have yet to place one of their
promised 24 F-111C’s into active, com-
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bat-ready service. Further, we sold them
a multipurpose plane supposedly pos-
sessing major attack capacity. Partially
influenced by this promise, the Austral-
ians have begun expansion of their As-
ian military commitments. Nondelivery
of a plane which turns out to possess a
less than expected attack capacity poses
a threat to Australia’s military credi-
bility in that ever-volatile area of the
world. This situation is further com-
pounded by Britain’s imminent military
withdrawal from the area.

A significant portion of Australia’s Na-
tional Legislature is increasingly out of
patience with nondelivery, nonperform-
ance, and soaring costs, which a smaller
nation such as Australia can ill afford.
In effect, F-111 costs have partially un-
hinged Austrialia’s defense expenditure
potential.

These debates, Mr. Speaker, are quite
enlightening, offering information and
opinions of major interest. In the de-
bate of October 10, 1968, we are informed
that the chief test pilot for the major
TFX contractor informed a member of
the Australian Parliament during a plant
tour that 26 Australian crews had been
through a 6-month course in how to fly
the plane. These crews are still, to my
knowledge, in Australia, twiddling their
thumbs and thumbing training manuals.

Members of the Australian Parlia-
ment have not minced words in debates,
particularly that of October 10, 1968.
Comments of Messrs. Barnard, Whitlam,
Crean, Stewart, Connor, and Bryant are
particularly pungent regarding the
status of the F-111C's. I commend their
comments to Members of this House.
Australia is a close ally of ours, and she
is being sorely tested because of her
faith in America’s technology. Even now
she is paying dearly at high rates of in-
terest for aircraft she has not received.

Mr. Speaker, I again reiterate my orig-
inal call for a grounding of all F-111’s,
and the commencement of a major,
painstaking congressional investigation.
It is highly indicative that the Secretary
of Defense has just made a major cut-
back in procurement of the FB-111,
bomber version of the TFX. There are
certain pointed questions that are long
overdue for the asking. It is time we
began to ask them here in this House.

EARL WARREN BLAMES CONGRESS
FOR WHAT HE SET IN MOTION

(Mr. HARSHA asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.)

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Speaker, Chief Jus-
tice Earl Warren has engaged in an
ironic bit of crying on the shoulder of
the Bar Association of the District of
Columbia.

To no one’s surprise, the object of Mr.
Warren's curious complaint was the
Congress with the FBI thrown in for
good measure.

Warren claimed that part of the in-
creasing problem of crime stemmed from

congressional failure to give him an ex-
tra law clerk for each justice and a mes-

senger for the library.
His jibe at the FBI came when he com-
plained that, “the FBI budget is infinite-
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ly higher than the whole Federal court
system.”

If the Supreme Court, or our entire
judicial branch, has a case to be pre-
sented to the Congress there is a better
way in which to do it than for Mr. War-
ren to engage in what would appear to
be sympathetic headline seeking via
broad, highly unspecific complaints and
charges which, if leveled against a de-
fendant in his Court, would not be per-
mitted to stand.

In fact, under all of the rather well-es-
tablished circumstances, Earl Warren is
an unfortunate advocate of judicial relief
and remedy, his exalted position notwith-
standing.

Looking back over the angry and costly
history of the past 15 years, Mr. Warren
and the peculiar philosophy which he
has applied to the Constitution, crime
and punishment, has done little to win
admirers and champions in the Congress.

I would doubt, frankly, if it would come
as a surprise even to Mr. Warren that
many of us in the Congress are some-
thing more than weary and concerned
that his philosophy has emasculated and
destroyed law after law which the Con-
gress has so carefully studied, developed
and enacted for the purpose of protecting
this country against its enemies from
within, whether individually criminal or
internationally conspiratorial.

I would doubt whether it would come
as a shock even to Mr. Warren that many
of us in the Congress are something more
than dismayed and concerned that, in
case after case, the Warren ideology has
dominated the highest court in our land
with a philosophy and conduct wherein
the Court has brazenly transgressed the
boundaries of judicial responsibility and
jurisdiction to usurp the power of the
Congress with whim-born, theory-ridden
decisions which, in fact, have proved leg-
islation by fiat or decree.

I would doubt whether it would come
as much of a surprise even to Mr. Warrer
to hear it said that many of us in the
Congress find cause to fear the unleash-
ing of forces of permissiveness and scoff-
law, disrespect and disdain, crime and
violence, to the point where, today, the
rights of the criminal are infinitely
greater, and better protected, than those
of his victim—and the rights of the sub-
versive and conspirator are infinitely
greater than the right and responsibility
of the Nation to defend itself.

No, the Warren effort to blame the
Congress for that which he, his philos-
ophy and conduct have set in motion
against this country, its institutions and
its people is as transparent as it is un-
seemly.

In short, more and more the rights of
the majority, even to protection from
criminal attack and violence, have be-
come more and more subordinated to the
Warren court-supported rights of a
crude, vocal minority which, with court-
protected abandon, dashes into public
streets and institutions—and onto public
campuses—preaching anarchy, crying
for revolution, and rendering violence
against law, order and the majority.

That the courts are overcrowded, there
is no question. But justices, judges, and
court personnel are not nearly so over-
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worked, nor indeed so harassed and put
upon, as law-enforcement officers from
the FBI down—thanks to the incredible
burdens, restrictions and frustrations
imposed upon them by the “be kind to
the eriminal” theatrics of Earl Warren in
his self-assigned role as the Nation’s No.
1 dove in the war on crime.

It seems to me that what Mr. Warren
is really saying, but refusing to admit,
even to himself, is that the sick chickens
of libertinism which he and his judicial
coterie have unleashed upon our society
have finally come home fo roost.

LOWERING THE VOTING AGE

(Mr. SAYLOR asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr, SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I am one
of 43 House Members who have intro-
duced legislation to lower the voting
age in the 91st Congress, and I am con-
fident that our numbers will continue to
grow.

One of our senior colleagues has re-
cently questioned the “maturity” of the
Nation’s young people in citing his oppo-
sition to legislation to lower the voting
age, and I think he has erred about the
maturity of today’'s youth.

An “adult reader”—unfortunately, the
letter was not signed—of the Johnstown,
Pa., Tribune Democrat, recently made
some thought-provoking comments
about the future of our young people
which I wish to share with you. The
Nation's young people, according to the
article, “will assume control of your
cities, States, and Nation.” What better
way to prepare for the orderly transition
of the passing of that control from our
hands to new hands than to have our
youth take part in the process?

The article follows:

YouTH

EpensBurc, R.D. 1, March 8.—A youth Is a
person who is going to carry on what you
have started. He is going to sit where you
are sitting and, when you are gone, attend
to those things which you think are impor-
tant.

You may adopt all the policies you please,
but how they will be carried out depends on
him. He will assume control of your cities,
states and nation.

He is going to move in and take over your
churches, schools, universities and corpora-
tions.

All your books are golng to be judged,
praised or condemned by him.

The fate of humanity is in his hands.

S0 it might be well to pay him some
attention.

AN ADULT.

THE 50TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
DEMOLAY

(Mr. SAYLOR asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, nothing
gives me greater pleasure than to salute
the organizations that help build the
leaders of tomorrow. One such group, the
International Order of DeMolay, is cele-
brating its 50th anniversary this week,
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and I want to add my congratulations to
group of young men

the “goingest”
around.

As recently described, the Order of
DeMolay, is “on the go.” It is active
young men busy with social activities,
public service projects, and athletic
competitions. It is dedicated young men,
taking vows of respect for parents, love
of God, comradeship, fidelity, and pa-
triotism. It is promising young men,
learning to become future leaders of
communities and Nation. It is busy young
men, engaged in worthwhile occupations
with their spare time through a balanced
program of DeMolay activities. It is
fraternal young men 66,000 strong in
2,500 DeMolay chapters all over the free
world. In short, Mr. Speaker, the Order
of DeMolay and the men it produces, is
our hope for the future.

We see and hear too much about the
radical minority of young people in this
day and age who seem bent on destruc-
tion and depravation. One rarely hears
about the young people of our land who
live by ethical and moral codes of con-
duct truly worthy of future leadership.
The “Code of Ethics” of the Order of
DeMolay is one such code and we should
thank God that there are hundreds of
thousands in the world living by this
code. As a tribute to the organization,
and the men it produces. I ask that the
DeMolay code be reproduced here:

A DEMoraY’s ETHICS

A DeMolay serves God

A DeMolay honors all womanhood

A DeMolay loves and honors his parents

A DeMolay is honest

A DeMolay is loyal to ideals and friends

A DeMolay practices honest toll

A DeMolay’s word is as good as his bond

A DeMolay is courtecus

A DeMolay is at all times a gentleman

A DeMolay is a patriot in peace as well as
war

A DeMolay is clean in mind and body

A DeMolay stands unswervingly for the
public schools

A DeMolay always bears the reputation of
a good and law-abiding citizen

A DeMolay by precept and example must
preserve the high standard to which
he has pledged himself,

GEN. FRANK S. BESSON

(Mr, McCORMACK (at the request of
Mr. ALBERT) was granted permission to
extend his remarks in the body of the
Recorp and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr, McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, Gen.
Frank S. Besson is the epitome of the
dedicated, selfless professional soldier.
His achievements through the years and
his response to challenges never before
faced have marked him as one of the
“forgotten men” of his time. It is time
that this august body singled out this
spartan servant of his country and in-
sure that the people of this great Nation
recognize the caliber and fiber of this
outstanding gentleman, quietly giving
them truly magnificent service in behalf
of the defense of their country.

On March 10, General Besson relin-

quished command of the U.S. Army Ma-
teriel Command, which he had headed

since its activation in 1962, in response
to his appointment by the President to
become Chairman of the Joint Logistics
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Review Board, reporting to the Secretary
of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
The Army Materiel Command was
formed in 1962, during a major reorga-
nization of the Army, with the mission
of developing, producing, supplying, and
maintaining weapons, aircraft, equip-
ment, and other materiel for the Army.
With a nationwide network of more than
190 military installations and activities,
and an annual budget of approximately
$14 billion, it employs more than 160,000
civilian personnel, in addition to its mili-
tary complement of 14,000.

As its first commander, General Bes-
son was charged with consolidating six
Army technical service organizations into
a single command without disrupting ef-
fective materiel support for the Army.
His success in accomplishing this was
cited in the Merit Award of the Armed
Force Management Association which
was presented to him in 1963.

This award highlighted his “outstand-
ing contributions to defense manage-
ment” and his “superior leadership,
imagination, and management skill”
with which he directed the consolida-
tion:

This major change in the Army's logistics
system was not only accomplished efficlently,
but also with significant savings and im-
provements in management. It stands as an
achievement in military management of the
highest order.

Effectively and efficiently organized,
and led by General Besson, an outstand-
ing logistician, transportation authority,
and military manager, the contribution
of the Army Materiel Command to the
national defense during its first 7 years
of operation range across the full spec-
trum of materiel support and supply
management.

There were early innovations of pro-
cedural and economic importance, such
as consolidation of procurement opera-
tions, increasing markedly the use of
price competition and incentive type
contracts for materiel and services.

Under General Besson's direction,
there were early accomplishments in de-
veloping and fielding of materiel, such
as breakthroughs in electronic micro-
miniaturization; provision of new, light-
er, more mobile, more effective artillery
pieces; supply of a new family of cargo
trucks, personnel carriers, and utility
vehicles; development of rotary-wing
aircraft as troop and cargo carriers,
fighters, and special purpose vehicles;
and provision of a variety of new weap-
ons and equipment for the individual
soldier. These achievements revolution-
ized the Army’s tactical and combat
communications systems and provided
for air, land, and water mobility to an
extent previously conceived only in sci-
ence fiction.

In its 7 years of effective service under
General Besson, the Army Materiel Com-
mand, as the “arsenal for the brave,”
has effectively responded to the urgent
requirements of the Cuban crisis in 1962,
the Dominican Republic stability oper-
ations in 1965. and of the Vietnam war
from 1965 to the present; continued its
worldwide supply support of our Army
and its allies; and has established new

levels of effectiveness and economy.
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The effective logistics support of our
Army Forces in Southeast Asia has been
the Army Materiel Command’s most im-
portant single accomplishment. In the
first year of the Southeast Asia buildup,
AMC responded through draw-down of
existing stocks and through expedited
provision of urgently required standard
and nonstandard items. The command
responded with construction equipment
and supplies to build bases, ports, air-
fields, and communications centers. It
built up the world’s second largest air-
craft fleet. It provided movable piers
whieh greatly accelerated port construc-
tion. And, it proved the utility and ver-
satility of cargo containers for use in
transporting cargo, and for providing
temporary storage and office and working
space.

Beginning late in the first year of the
buildup and accelerating in the second
and succeeding years, large volume de-
liveries from procurement by AMC pro-
vided the M-16 rifle, the M-79 grenade
launcher, the 2.75-inch rocket, bombs
and ammunition, radios, batteries, heli-
copters, vehicles, missiles, and a variety
of troop and combat support equipment.
Newly procured repair parts were
speeded to using units in Southeast Asia
through the Red Ball Express. New water
purification, petroleum supply and elec-
tric generating equipment were fielded.
AMC developed and supplied new target
acquisition, tactical and night vision, and
detection equipment. New defensive de-
vices, mines, protective equipment, de-
foliants, tunnel destruction, and individ-
ual protection equipment were put in the
hands of troops.

As the volume of equipment in the
hands of troops increased, the problems
of materiel maintenance, status report-
ing, communiecation, inventory, and cus-
tomer assistance mounted. AMC assisted
in the development and operation of a
closed loop maintenance system, in set-
ting up automatic data processing sys-
tems for materiel reporting, in establish-
ing communications links, and in pro-
viding customer assistance in inventory,
requirements, maintenance, engineering,
and other fields. The command also pro-
vided a floating aircraft maintenance fa-
cility, an innovation in flexible response
to the requirement for keeping aircraft
flying.

During his 7-year tenure as head of
the Army Materiel Command, General
Besson has guided AMC in accomplish-
ing outstanding feats. He has stream-
lined the command so that its efficiency
is established and well known. Industrial
cooperation and relations with AMC un-
der his leadership have been excellent.
Over the T-year period, he has delivered
billions of dollars of materiel to our
troops, over the longest distances and in
the shortest possible time ever known in
the history of our Nation. Since its in-
ception, the command has received the
highest award of the National Safety
Couneil on four occasions and the second
highest award on two oceasions. This
award is granted based upon improving
on a prior year's safety record, and its
presentation in successive years is indic-
ative of an inspired quest for excellence.
This record is particularly noteworthy
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considering the increased tempo of sup-
port operations in general, but particu-
larly in ammunition production, assem-
bly, and delivery, and in accelerated
maintenance operations. His outstanding
efforts and work have earned for him the
respect, confidence, and support of the
Members of Congress. He has performed
the task in an unobtrusive manner. His
only desire has been to meet the needs
of our soldiers, for whom he has a deep
personal interest, and to insure their safe
return.

General Besson's prescription for
success in the military and in all walks
of life is personal integrity. To young of-
ficers about to embark on their first tour
of duty in uniform, General Besson's ad-
vice has been “to honestly serve those you
lead.” Specifically he tells young officers:

If you aspire to be the kind of officer our
American youth deserve, you will reap two
great satisfactions, from your military serv-
ice—the respect of your brethren in arms,
and the knowledge that you are an essential
element of the strength so necessary to in-
sure that the freedom and ideals for which
your forefathers, and fathers and brothers
fought and died; that these freedoms and
ideals so dearly bought will surely endure.

These principles have guided General
Besson during his 37 years of service
to our Nation, beginning with his grad-
uation from the U.S. Military Academy
in 1932. General Besson's early career
was noted for the role he played in the
development of portable military pipe-
lines, steel airplane landing mats, and
steel treadway bridges. He is credited
with the studies which led to the Army’s
adoption of the Bailey Bridge, which was
used extensively in all theaters during
‘World War II.

As director of the 3d Military Railway
Service in Iran during 1944 and 1945,
General Besson was charged with insur-
ing the vital flow of war materials to the
Russian forces through the Persian Cor-
ridor. While in this assignment, he was
promoted to brigadier general, becom-
ing at 34, the youngest general officer in
the Army Ground Forces.

Toward the end of World War II, Gen-
eral Besson held a key position as deputy
chief transportation officer of Army
Forces in the Western Pacific, and when
the collapse of Japan was imminent, was
ordered to assume complete control of
railroads in Japan. During the first year
of occupation, General Besson directed
the rehabilitation of the Japanese rail
system, and moved more than 200,000
troops of the 8th Army and 150,000 tons
of supplies in the first 2 months of the
occupation.

This accomplishment caused Gen.
Robert L. Eichelberger, 8th Army com-
mander, to comment that General Bes-
son’s “supervision of the operation of
the entire Japanese rail system during
the first year of our occupation was the
greatest single factor in the results we
attained.”

Subsequent assignments included a
tour in Europe as Assistant Chief of
Staff, Supreme Headquarters, Allied
Powers Europe, where General Besson
formulated logistic plans' and over-
all programs to meet the complex re-
quirements of the 15 nations of the
NATO alliance, His efforts in instituting
a system for ‘“costing out” 5-year pro-
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grams, thereby bringing force goals into
consonance with available resources,
earned him the first Distinguished Serv-
ice Medal to be awarded at SHAPE
headquarters.

A lifelong pioneer of many transporta-
tion innovations, General Besson stimu-
lated both military and commerecial
adoption of containerization and im-
proved water terminal practices. He in-
troduced the roll-on/roll-off technique
for the rapid loading and discharge of
wheeled and tracked vehicles. He is
known throughout the national trans-
portation fraternity as the “Father of
Containerization and RO/RO.” He fur-
ther refined these concepts upon assum-
ing command of the Transportation
Center and School at Fort Eustis, Va., in
1963.

General Besson became chief of trans-
portation, U.S. Army, in March 1958, a
post he held until April 2, 1962, when he
took charge of the U.S. Army Materiel
Command.

In September of last year, Army Chief
of Staff, Willlam C. Westmoreland,
awarded the Distinguished Service
Medal—First Oak Leaf Cluster—to Gen-
eral Besson for his dynamic leadership,
his knowledge, and experience. The ci-
tation reads as follows:

For exceptionally merltorlous service in a
duty of great responsibility: General Frank
S. Besson, Jr., United States Army, distin-
guished himself by eminently meritorious
conduct in the performance of outstanding
service in a position of great responsibility
as Commanding General, United States
Army Materiel Command from May 1862 to
August 1968. General Besson's rare man-
agement talents, dynamic leadership and
exceptional organizational abllity guided the
United States Army Materiel Command from
its inception in 1962 to its present global
responsibilities in developing, processing,
storing and Issuing military equipment and
materiel to all Army forces. He overcame,
with calmness and certainty, based upon a
solid foundation of logistical knowledge and
experience, seemingly Insurmountable logis-
tical problems in providing essential equip-
ment and materiel support to the Army
buildup in Southeast Asia, while maintain-
ing continuous effective logistical support to
the other Army Commands located through-
out the rest of the world. General Besson's
personal concern that individual soldiers be
properly supplied with the equipment and
materiel needed on a day to day basis to
accomplish the mission, led him to estab-
lish a world-wide system of Customer As-
sistance Offices. These offices provided timely
information which allowed General Besson
and his staff to minimize potential logistical
problems and to sustain the Army in the
fleld. The command's motto—"Arsenal for
the Brave"—has been General Besson’s hall-
mark of outstanding performance and
achievement which continues the finest tra-
ditions of the military service and reflects
the highest credit upon himself and the
United States Army.

In addition to the Distinguished
Service Medal, General Besson holds
eight other top citations and decorations,
including the Legion of Merit, and the

Commander of the Order of the British
Empire.

I proudly salute General Besson per-
sonally and the members of the Army
Materiel Command for their 7-year rec-
ord of solid achievement, and for their
indispensable contributions to the Army
and our country.
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FROM BIRTH IN RELOCATION CAMP
TO DEATH IN VIETNAM—THE
SAGA OF 1ST LT. GRANT
HENJYOJI

(Mr. MATSUNAGA asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp.)

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, re-
cent Vietnam casualty reports bore the
name of a young Army officer whose life,
beginning, and end bore the indelible
imprint of the U.S. Government. His
name was Grant Henjyoji, son of the
Reverend and Mrs. Daiyu Y. Henjyoji,
of Portland, Oreg.

Grant was born in 1943 amidst the
spartan surroundings of a so-called re-
location camp, more accurately a con-
centration camp, to which his parents
had been sent by our Government during
World War II. He was to share his claim
to this unusual American birthplace with
a brother who was born there 2 years
later.

However, the remarkable thing about
Grant Henjyoji is not the fact that he
called the camp at Minidoka, Idaho, his
birthplace. It is the fact that, despite
the predetermination by the Govern-
ment as to where he was to be born,
Grant, while iiving, was completely free
of any feelings of bitterness against a
Government which had committed a
serious blunder in the handling of a mi-
nority group. The crime of which his
parents were found summarily guilty
and shipped to Idaho for internment,
was that they were of Japanese descent.

It is a testimonial to the greatness of
this country that it has citizens of Grant
Henjyoji's caliber. After his family re-
turned to the west coast, Grant grew up
like any other normal American boy.
After his graduation from the University
of Oregon in 1967, Grant, as a commis-
sioned officer in the Reserves, was called
to active duty, and was later sent to
Vietnam.

On March 8, 1969, 1st Lt. Grant
Henjyoji gave his life to his country
while he and his unit were engaged in
heavy ground action with the enemy.

So ended the life which began at the
Idaho relocation camp 25 years ago.

The body of Grant Henjyoji will be
laid to rest at the Arlington National
Cemetery on March 24, 1969, but I am
convinced that somehow his spirit will
live on. It is often said that laws are
above men. Grant was able to show, by
his own example, that sometimes men
are able to rise above the harsh laws of
their country.

Americans everywhere would do well
to pause a moment and reflect on the
life and death of this young Army officer,
whose name has given added luster to
the United States of America.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. HanNA (at the request of Mr, AL-
BERT), for today, on account of official
business.

Mr. Nicaors (at the request of Mr.
ALBERT), for today, on account of official
business.

Mr. ManNnN (at the request of Mr. Dan-
1EL of Virginia), for today, on account of
official business.




March 20, 1969

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. Porr (at the request of Mr. Fore-
man), for 15 minutes, today; to revise
and extend his remarks and include ex-
traneous matter.

Mr. FarssTEIN (at the request of Mr.
OLsen), for 15 minutes, today; and to
revise and extend his remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks was granted to:

Mr. PERKINS to revise and extend his
remarks made in the Committee of the
Whole today and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. Passman and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. MappEN and to include extraneous
matter.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. ForeEman) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. CORDOVA.

Mr. PETTIS in two instances.

Mrs. HEckLER of Massachusetts in two
instances.

Mr. Berr of California in two in-
stances.

Mr. ConTE in two instances.

Mr. Steicer of Wisconsin in two in-
stances.

Mr, MCENEALLY,

Mr, Gross.

Mr. Morsk in two instances.

Mr. ASHBROOK.

. NELSEN in two instances.

', WHALEN.

. Tarcorr in two instances.

. ScawENGEL in four instances.
. CorLrins in four instances.

. ZwacH in three instances.

. MATHIAS.

Mr. CARTER.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. OrseN) and fo include extra-
neous matter:)

Mr, RIVERS.

Mr. FaresTEIN in three instances.

Mr. OTTINGER.

Mr, RopiNoO.

Mr. MurrHY of New York in three in-
stances.

Mr, Rarick in four instances.

Mr. Mixkva in two instances.

Mr. McMILLAN,

Mr. PurcerL in two instances.

Mr. PIxe in two instances.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS.

Mr. TIERNAN.

Mr. GonNzALEZ in six instances.

Mr. COrnOvaA.

Mr., MirrLer of California in five in-
stances.

Mr, DENT.

Mr. MoorHEAD in two instances.

Mr. BOLAND.

Mr. BENNETT in two instances.

Mr. GrIFFIN in two instances.

Mr. RoveaL in six instances.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate

of the following title:
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8.1058. An act to extend the period within
which the President may transmit to the
Congress plans for reorganization of agencies
of the executive branch of the Government.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. DANIEL of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 3 o’clock and 11 minutes p.m.), under
its previous order, the House adjourned
until Monday, March 24, 1969, at 12
o’clock noon.

CONTRACTUAL ACTIONS, CALEN-
DAR YEAR 1968, TO FACILITATE
NATIONAL DEFENSE

The Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives submits the following reports for
printing in the CoNGRESsIONAL RECORD
pursuant to section 4(b) of Public Law
85-804:

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
OF TRANSPORTATION,
Washington, D.C., March 19, 1969.
Hon, JoaN W. McCORMACK,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. SPEAKER: In accordance with the
provisions of Section 4 of Public Law 85-804
(50 U.S.C. 1434) the Department of Trans-
portation reports herewith one action taken
during calendar year 1968 under the author-
ity of that Act:

Name of contractor: The American Ship-
building Company.

Cost involved: $4,450,000 net after Federal
income taxes or $8,800,000 gross contract
price increase.

Description of property or service: The
contract covers the construction of seven
medium endurance Coast Guard cutters
(WMEC), 210 feet in length.

Action taken and justification: The De-
partment denied the company’s application
for extraordinary rellef under Public Law
85-804 insofar as the application is grounded
upon essentiality and mistake. The justifica-
tion is included in the decision of the De-
partment of Transportation Contract Ad-
justment Board, Docket No. 85-804-3, copy
enclosed.

Sincerely,
Avraw L. DeaN.
[From the Department of Transportation

Contract Adjustment Board, Washington,

D.C.]

APPLICATION OF THE AMERICAN SHIP BUILDING
CoMPANY—DoCKET No. 85-804-3
DECISION

American Ship Building Company (here-
inafter “AmShip” or “the Company”) has
applied for extraordinary relief under Public
Law 85-804 (72 Stat. 972, 50 U.B.C. §§ 1431 to
1435), seeking an increase in the price of
Coast Guard Contract No. Teg-04204-A. The
contract provided for the construction of
seven medium endurance (WMEC), 210-foot
cutters at an initial price of $18,076,707. The
specific relief sought by AmsShip is a $4,450,-
000 increase in contract price net after Fed-
eral income taxes!

Jurisdiction to grant extraordinary relief
under Public Law 85-804 under Coast Guard

1The Company’s request upon the ground
of “essentiality” seeks $4,450,000 based upon
the assumption that an amendment with-
out consideration is exempt from income
taxation; the request premised on the cor-
rection of mistake ground, assumes tax-
ability and, therefore, requests a gross award
of £8,800,000 to yleld the same amount after
taxes.
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contracts was transferred to the Secretary
of Transportation by Section 6(b) (1) of the
Department of Transportation Aect (Public
Law B9-670, 40 USC § 1655(b) (1) ), and dele~
gated by the Secretary to this Board. In con-
sldering PL. 85-804 applications, this Board
follows the guldelines of the applicable Gen-
eral Services Administration Regulations,
Part 1-17 of the Federal Procurement Reg-
ulations (41 CFR 1-17.00 ef seq). AmShip's
petition requested rellef upon three different
grounds recognized under those regulations.?

First: AmShip requested an amendment
without consideration, upon the ground that
its continued operation is essential to the
national defense and that it has incurred an
actual and threatened loss under its contract,
which loss endangers its future ability to
function as an essential source of supply.

Second: AmShip requested correction of
a mistake in the Company’s initial bid, which
mistake was either a mutual mistake as to
a material fact or a mistake on the part
of the Company which was so obvious that
it was, or should have been, apparent to the
Contracting Officer.

Third: AmShip requested rellef because
its losses resulted from improper Govern-
ment acts which, irrespective of any Gov-
ernment legal liability, so increased the cost
of performance that considerations of fair-
ness require an adjustment of the contract
price.

At the time of the filing of the petition,
there were pending before the Department
of Transportation Contract Appeals Board
five appeals by AmShip from decisions of the
Contracting Officer under the same contract,
denying some $4,995,333 in claims. AmShip
moved the Contract Appeals Board to stay
its proceedings on those appeals pending
decision on this application for extraordinary
relief. The Board which 1s considering this
application is also the Department’s Contract
Appeals Board, which will consider the pend-
ing contract appeals.

At a meeting of the Board with the par-
ties, it was determined that the *“Govern-
ment acts” cited in connection with Am-
Ship’s third request for extraordinary relief
were the same acts which are the basls for
AmShip’s contract appeals. The Board was
anxious to avold possible prejudice to those
appeals by a prior consideration of identical
issues under the less formal procedural rules
applicable to extraordinary rellef applica-
tions. In addition, it was noted that the
regulations provided that no extraordinary
relief action was authorized unless “other
legal authority within the (Department)
iz deemed to be lacking or inadequate,” ? and
the Board felt that insofar as relief might
be available to award up to $4,995,333 for the
Government acts in connection with the con-
tract appeals, such “other legal authority”
did exist. Under the circumstances, upon
AmShip's request, it was decided, the Coast
Guard concurring, that the third ground
set forth in the petition for extraordinary
relief, the request based on government
acts, would be severed and considered later,
after the contract appeals had been con-
sldered. It was decided, further, that the
Board would first consider the two other
grounds set forth in the petition—the re-
quests based on “essentlality” and “mis-
take"—then, if necessary, consider the ap-
peals, and finally, the extraordinary relief
application based on “Government acts

Our present consideration is, consequently,
Iimited to AmShip’s request for extraordi-
nary relief based on “essentiality” and
“mistake.”

The Coast Guard has submitted its views
upon the essentiality of the Company to the
Coast Guard’'s procurement mission and fac-
tual evidence upon the alleged bid mistake.
In addition, the views of the Defense Depart-
ment and the Maritime Administration upon
the question of the Company's “essentiality

2 FPR 1-17.204-3.
3FPR 1-17.206-1(b) (2).
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to the national defense” have been solicited
and recelved.

A full factual report has been received
from the Coast Guard including detailed
statements and data submitted by AmShip.
The Coast Guard has recommended against
the granting of any relief on this application.

THE PETITION

Upon the opening of bids in May, 1965, for
the construction of 210-foot, medium-endur-
ance cutters, the Coast Guard found that the
bid of AmShip was lowest for each of the
quantities (2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and T vessels) for
which bids had been invited. The second
low bidder, Gunderson, was low for quantities
of vessels up to 4 but did not bid on 5 or
more vessels. AmShip’s low bid for 5 vessels
was 813,175,684, Next was Aerojet General
Shipyards with a bid of $15,394,276, and the
high bid of $17,544,000 was given by Bethle-
hem Steel Company. At the time, the Coast
Guard had funds available for only & vessels,
although it wanted to procure two additional
vessels.

On June 15, 1965, the contract was awarded
to AmShip for 5 vessels, At that time dis-
cussions were had with the then president of
AmShip, Mr. W. H. Jory, and the Govern-
ment obtained an option for two additional
vessels, to be exercised within 60 days. On
July 28, 1965, the Coast Guard exercised its
option for the two additiona] vessels, bring-
ing the total contract price for T vessels to
$18,076,707, or $2,682,387 per vessel.

At the present time, 5 cutters have been
completed and delivered. The sixth is ex-
pected in November, 1968, and the last is
expected in December, 1968.

The present contract price, as amended,
is $18,5698,624.09. AmShip states that as of
March 31, 1968, its performance expenditures
totaled $20,842,907. The Company’s projected
cost to complete the contract by December
31, 1968, is estimated at an additional $6,423,-
992, bringing the total cost of completion to
$27,266,899, On this basis, the Company pro-
jects an actual and anticipated loss of ap-
proximately 9 million.

In Oectober, 1967, the management and
ownership of the AmShip changed. The new
management has attempted to make a real-
istic determination of its loss position on the
Coast Guard contract and to set aside ap-
propriate amounts to cover the actual or
projected losses.

AmShip claims that losses of the magni-
tude presently estimated endanger the con-
tinued operation of the Company as an es-
sential source of supply for new vessel con-
struction and for vessel repair work in the
Great Lakes region. AmShip operates three
major ship construction and repair yards in
Lorain, Ohio, Toledo, Ohio, and Chicago. It
states that the losses place a severe drain on
the Company's cash position and mainte-
nance of its working capital. The new man-
agement claims that AmShip's bid was
grossly lower than those of either of the
other two bidders and that the Coast Guard
had (or should have had) knowledge that the
reallstic cost of construction of the vessels
was substantially more than AmShip's bid.

ESSENTIALITY TO THE NATIONAL DEFENSE

Under the applicable regulations, essenti-
ality to the national defense may be deter-
mined in two contexts—impairment of a con-
tractor's productive ability to continue the
performance of present defense contracts, or
impairment of a contractor’s ability to con-
tinue operation as a source of supply for
future defense contracts (FPR § 1-17.204-2
(a)). In the present case, AmShip has indi-
cated there is no serious threat to the com-
pletion of the seven Coast Guard vesselst
Similarly, the Company expects to complete
one Navy vessel and one Maritime Adminis-
tration vessel, now in progress, with its own
resources. Essentiality, therefore, must be

4The Coast Guard contract is protected
by a performance bond assuring completion
of the work.
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found on the basis of the Company's poten-
tial as a future essential source of supply.

In this connection, AmShip states, its
three major ship construction and repair
yards, located in Lorain, Ohio, Toledo, Ohio,
and Chiecago, Illinois, comprise 63% of the
present shipyard facilities on the Great Lakes
and 100% of the new ship construction facil-
itles. In its presentation, AmShip points out
the importance of the Great Lakes shipping
fleet to this nation’s industrial capacity
and the vital connection of Great Lakes ship-
ping with the steel industry. AmShip also
notes that the Great Lakes shipping fleet
played a significant part in furnishing de-
fense material during World War II and the
Korean Conflict; that the Great Lakes fleet
has been declining in recent years; and that
the average age of wvessels salling in the
Great Lakes fleet is approximately 42.1 years.
The company concludes, therefore, that the
Great Lakes shipping industry is depend-
ent upon annual major shipyard repair and
reconstruction.

These facts in the Company’s presentation
provide only an Indirect justification for
concluding that it is an essential source of
defense products. AmShip is not significantly
involved in supplying, directly, items critical
to national defense, A large part of the Com-
pany's business has been in the repair and
servicing of Great Lakes commercial ship-
ping, and the major portion of the Com-
pany's new construction facilities is devoted
to the construction of commercial vessels.®

The Coast Guard challenges the Company’s
claim of essentiality. Insofar as new con-
struction facilities on the Great Lakes are
concerned, the Coast Guard says there is at
least one Great Lakes shipyard of equal ca=-
pability and a second company is now build-
ing a new and very large facility for construc-
tion of the largest ore carrier vessel for the
Great Lakes trade. The Coast Guard advises
that its foreseeable vessel construction re-
quirements can be adequately handled by the
Coast Guard yard at Curtis Bay or by other
private shipyards, and that there are an ade-
quate number of private shipyards in the
Great Lakes area which have sufficient capac-
ity to handle its repair work for the fore-
seeable future. Recent bid abstracts for 210-
foot Coast Guard cutters disclose that at
least 15 other shipyards in the United States
have offered to furnish this type of vessel. In
the last several years, two private shipyards,
one of which is on the Great Lakes, have de-
livered four vessels of this class, while the
Coast Guard's own yard has bulilt three such
vessels, From this we conclude, contrary to
AmsShip’s contention, there is no shortage of
shipyard facilitlies in the fields in which Am-
Ship is a source of supply.

The Department of Defense states that
AmShip is currently working on one vessel
for the U.S. Navy, but that there are numer-
ous other shipyards in the United States
capable of performing the same type of work.
The Defense Department advises that it
knows of no specific shipbullding capability
unique to this company upon which it would
depend for the supply of its present or future
critical needs. Similarly, the Maritime Ad-
ministration states that AmShip is construct-
ing one oceanographic research vessel for it,
but the Maritime Administration does not
consider the Company as essential to any of
its new shipbuilding programs. The Maritime
Administration, however, does note its belief
that the repair capability of AmShip's yards
is essential for the repair and servicing of
Great Lakes commercial vessels. The Mari-
time Adminigtration pointedly stated that
the “dry dock facilities operated by [AmShip]
are an essentlal source of supply for the repalr
of Great Lakes vessels.” This is something less
than saying, as we must find to grant relief
on this ground, that AmShip is a source of

* Recently, the Company’'s Lorain yard was
awarded a contract to construct a new super-
bulk cargo carrier by the U.S. Steel Corp.
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supply essential to the national defense'®
A company providing service to an important
industry is not ipso facto essential to the
national defense. More to the point, as we
shall see in our discussion of the finanecial
impact of AmShip's loss under the Coast
Guard contract, there Is no danger that the
yards presently operated by AmShip, will be
lost as repair facilities. The only claimed
threatened impairment of the Company’s
productive ability is in the shipbuilding
field—in which, we are advised by the knowl-
edgeable Government departments, AmShip
is not a source of supply essential to the
national defense.

LOSS IMPACT AND IMPAIRMENT OF PRODUCTIVE
ABILITY

The regulations governing extraordinary
relief condition award to those circumstances,
inter alia, “where an actual or threatened
loss, however caused, will impair the produc-
tive abllity of a contractor ...” (FPR
§1-17.204-2(a)). Hence, these criteria re-
quire us to determine the contractor’s loss,
its impact on the Company's operations, and
whether or not the loss will impair the con-
tractor's productive ability.

AmShip has furnished the Board with ac-
counting data which depicts the Company’s
present and past financial status. The Com-
pany has also furnished projections to De-
cember 31, 1968, designed to measure the
total actual and threatened loss. The Board
has had the benefit of an accounting analysis
of the submitted data performed by the Sec-
retary’'s audit staff.

AmShip states that the loss on the Coast
Guard contract has already caused and will
cause a substantial reduction in the Com-
pany's working capital’ That the Company
will incur a substantial loss on the Coast
Guard contract is clear. The Company esti-
mates the total anticipated loss on the con-
tract will be in excess of §9 million; the ac-
counting data indicates that the loss will
run between $8 and 89 million. This, of
course, might change if the final run-out
costs of completion were to be significantly
different from present projections.

A considerable portion of the loss has al-
ready been absorbed by the Company. At
least $5.7 million has been written off
through the creation of appropriate reserve
accounts. There are, therefore, some $2 to $3
million of remalning loss to be absorbed.

Significantly, the loss on the Coast Guard
contract is not the only factor contributing
to the decline in the Company's working
capital position. A 50% expansion In the
Company's level of operations beginning in
Fiscal Year 1965 accounts for some deteriora-
tion in the working capital position. In addi-
tion, the new management has embarked
upon an acquisition program designed to di-
versify the sources of the Company's income.
This also has had an adverse effect upon the
level of working capital. More recently the
Company has commenced a facllities con-
struction program, which has contributed to
the general decline of its working capital.
During the life of the Coast Guard contract,
the nature of the Company’s shipyard activi-
tles has been changing. Several years ago an
overwhelming proportion of the Company's
shipyard business was in repair and conver-
sion of ships. More recently, the largest pro-
portion of the Company’s shipyard work has
been directed towards new ship construction.

¢ On this question, the Maritime Adminis-
tration states, following the words we have
quoted, "However, we express no opinion as
to whether the maintenance of the com-
pany’s repair facilities would depend upon or
warrant the granting of extraordinary relief
by the Coast Guard under its construction
contract with the company.”

T Accountants define working capital as
the excess of current assets over current lia-
bilities, or the capital in current use in the
operation of a business. Kohler, “A Diction~
ary for Accountants,” Second Edition (1957).
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While the loss on the Coast Guard con-
tract has been considerable and there has
been some decline in the Company's work-
ing capital position, the Board notes that
during the last five years, there has been no
loss of company-wide aggregate net income.
Losses on the Coast Guard contract and
other shipyard contracts have been more
than offset by gains made by the Company
on other business, including the activities of
its subsidiaries. The Board also notes that
during the life of the Coast Guard contract,
the stockholders’ equity position also has
improved, and dividends have been pald on a
fairly regular basis.

There is no evidence that the Company is
in serious financial trouble. While the loss
on the Coast Guard contract should not be
minimized, the fact is that the Company
has already absorbed the largest part of that
loss and that the overall business of the
Company adequately offsets such loss. The
Board, therefore, concludes that the contrac-
tor's future productive ability will not be
significnatly impaired by the loss.

For these reasons, the Board finds that an
amendment without consideration would
not be justified upon the ground that the
loss under the Coast Guard contract will
impair AmShip’s defense productive ability.

MISTAKE-IN=-BID

AmShip’s second request for rellef rests on
a claimed mistake in its original bid. The
Company states that there was a bidding
mistake on the contractor’s part which was
s0 obvious that it should have been appar-
ent to the Coast Guard’s Contracting Officer
(FPRE 1-17.204-3(a) (2)). Alternatively, the
Company asserts that there was a mutual
mistake as to a materlal fact. AmShip notes
that at present the total actual and antici-
pated cost to complete the vessels exceeds
$27,300,000. The Company says that this
overrun, approaching 509 more than its bid
price, is a margin so wide between estimated
cost and actual cost "“that only a funda-
menital mistake by the bidder can account
for it.”

AmShip claims that the Government must
be presumed to have had actual or construc-
tive notice of the Company’s mistake-in-bid
because:

1. AmShip's bid was grossly lower than
either of the other two bids;

2. The Coast Guard knew or should have
known of the realistic cost of construction
based on its prior experience for this type
vessel with several other private shipyards;
and

3. The Coast Guard was aware that the
cost of bullding such vessels was much
higher than AmShip’s bid, based upon the
in-house construction costs at the Coast
Guard yard for the “CGC Confidence” (WPC
619), which was under construction when
the Company's bid was accepted.

The Company's bid was submitted by lts
former management in May, 1965; present
management did not assume control until
October, 1967. The Company was requested
to furnish evidence to the Board of the pre-
cise nature of the mistake or error that was
made in the bid. AmShip’s only answer was
that the mistake in bldding resulted from
the vagueness, ambiguity, and misleading
character of the bid specifications and work-
ing drawings furnished by the Coast Guard.
AmShip states that only after contract award
did the Company learn that the Coast Guard
interpreted the contract documents in a
manner which imposed costly additional and
unanticipated requirements on the work.
The Company’s detalled explanation, how-
ever, indicates that the extra work items
involved are the same five items which form
the subject matter of the contract appeals.
As noted, these same circumstances furnish
the basis for its request for extraordinary
relief based upon "“Government acts.” In the
spirit of the understanding reached, between
the parties and the Board, to defer any con-
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sideration of those issues on this initial con-
sideration of AmShip’s application, the
Board will limit its present consideration of
the mistake-in-bid question to other issues.
If, later, it is found that the facts on these
deferred issues have a bearing on the mis-
take-in-bid question, we will reconsider our
decision in that respect. Our determination
as to the claimed bid mistake, therefore,
principally depends wupon comparing the
company’s gross bid with other bidding and
cost data. The same comparisons also fur-
nish insight into the question of whether or
not the Coast Guard had constructive knowl-
edge of the erroneous bid.

Comparing the percentage difference be-
tween the accepted low bid and the next low
bid is one of the most frequently used tools
in analyzing mistake-in-bid claims. The
Comptroller General, the federal courts, and
the various agency contract adjustment
boards all use this measure—principally to
determine whether or not a contractor's uni-
lateral bid mistake should be found to be so
obvious that the Contracting Officer should
have had knowledge of it. Attached as an
appendix are two compilations of Comptrol-
ler General decisions made in 1962 which
show the range of differentials which make
up the “obviousness” test in resolving the
issue of constructive notice® These tables
show that lowest-bid-to-next-low-bid dif-
ferentials ranging from 5% to 38% have been
held to be insufficient to place the Contract
ing Officer on notice of bidding error; whereas
the opposite conclusion follows when the
disparity runs from 35% to 300% or more.
More recent Comptroller General decisions
have been consistent with those reported in
the compilation® And the various agency
contract adjustment boards also follow the
same criteria.’®

In this case the differential between Am-
Ship's bid and the next low bid could be con-
sidered to be either about 11 or 15%, de-
pending upon whether the comparison is
made with the next lowest bid for any quan-
tity, or with the next lowest bid for the
quantity actually ordered. A comparison to
the next lower bid of Gunderson Bros. En-
gineering Corp. (which bid on quantities of
2, 8, and 4 vessels only) shows:
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Differential
Gunderson

$6, 165, 000
9, 071, 000
1 000

No constructive notice found: Comp. Gen.
B-154125, May 21, 1964 (20%); Minneapolis
Scientific Controls Corp., ASBCA, 65-1, BCA
74641 (25%); Comp. Gen. B-165032, Oct. 14,
1968 (6% ).

A comparison to the next lower bidder for
quantities of 5 and for the 7 vessels actually
ordered shows:

Aerojet
General
Shipyards

Differential

Quantity AmShip (percent)

16. 84

$13,174, 584
15.24

, 174, $15,394, 276
18, 076, 707

20,832,972

No constructive notice found: Interna-
tional Data Systems, Inc., NASACAB No. 30,
Dec. 8, 1967 (25%).

There are no cases in which constructive
notice has been found and relief granted
solely on the basis of a difference between
low and next-to-low bids, as narrow as that
percent in this case. In one case, relief was
granted upon a 15% difference between the
low bid and the next low bid, but there was
evidence of a mechanical mistake in addi-
tion apparent on the face of the bid. Philco
Corp., ACAB No. 1005, April 19, 1960, In an-
other case, relief was granted on a 9% differ-
ence because there was a 589% difference
from the second to the third low bid. Am-
phenol Electronics Corp.,, AFCAB No. 100,
Jan. 4, 1960. Neither of the above factors is
present here.

Another test for bid error is a comparison
between the low bid and the Government's
estimate. Similarly, comparing a bid with
previous bid prices on prior procurements
for the same item 1s also used as a test. The
following table compares AmShip's bid with
the Coast Guard's budget estimate per ves-
sel and with the prior successful bids.

. Vessel name (U.5. Coast Guard cutter) Contractor

USCG budget
estimate

Bid date Chull)

Reliance_

Dauntless__
Venturous.

- August 1961 _
do

5
g

0w
5
8
(=}

g8ge
g88ERzz8se
ropararanil

BEBRERE
BESEEE8838
888853358

Papararaps

*The two tables were taken from Cecil T.
Lakes, Extraordinary Contractual Remedies,
Doctoral Dissertation No. 5877, George Wash-
ington University Law Library.

* Constructive notice found: Comp. Gen.
B-156201, April 6, 1965 (approx. 50%); 40
Comp. Gen. 321 (1960) (60%); Comp. Gen.
B-158235, Jan. 27, 1966 (33%); Comp. Gen.
B-158766, April 8, 1966 (17-82%); Comp.
Gen. B-165000, Sept. 10, 1968 (54% ): Comp.
Gen. B-165127, Oct. 3, 1968 (27%).

1 Constructive notice found: C & M Asso-
ciagtes, AFCAB No. 1756 June 2, 19656 (63%);
Servo Corp., AFCAB No. 161, Sept. 6, 1963
(58% ); T. W. Frierson, Inc., AFCAB No. 101,
Feb. 1, 1080 (24%); Singer Bridgeport,
ACAB No. 1040, May 25, 1962 (48% ); Unit Rig
& Equip. Co., ACAB No. 1045, Aug. 3, 1962
(17%): Meyers Corrugated Bozx Co., ACAB
No. 1035, Feb. 21, 1962 (30-34%); Blaw-Enozx
Co., ACAB No. 1019, Oct. 6, 1969, 1960 (23%);
Wolverine Tube Div. of Calumet & Hecla,
Inc., NCAB, May 28, 1966 (44% ); Belilove Co.,
NASACAB, No. 2, Sept. 22, 1960 (almost

of the low bids previously received by the
Coast Guard for this type of vessel. In addi-
tion, it should be noted that in each of the
prior procurements, the successful bid was
lower than the Government’s estimate,
whereas for this procurement AmShip's bid
exceeded the estimate. In some cases a large
differential between a successful bid and
the Government’s cost estimate has been
held to be sufficient to provide constructive
notice to the Government of a mistake, but
invariably in those cases the bid is sub-
stantially below the Government estimate
and not, as here, above it

40%); Mitchell Electric Supply Co.,
NASACAB No. 1, May 17, 1860 (32.02%).
1 Comp. Gen. B-154166 (August 5, 1064),
constructive notice found where bid was ap-
proximately one-third of Government esti-
mate; Comp. Gen. B-167742 (Oct. 11,
1965) constructive notice found where bid
was less than one-half of Government esti-
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In support of its claim that its bid was
substantially below the Government's esti-
mate, AmShip cites the testimony of Admiral
Roland, the Coast Guard Commandant, at
hearings held in January, 1964, before the
House Subcommittee on Coast Guard and
Geodetic Survey in connection with H.R.
9640, “A Bill to Authorize Appropriations For
Procurement of Vessels . . . for the Coast
Guard.” Admiral Roland testified that five
medium endurance cutters were under con-
struction with previous appropriations, and
that the budget for Fiscal Year 1965 included
funds for five more vessels. The indicated
cost contained in the appropriation estimate
for the five vessels was $18,750,000 or $3,750,~
000 per vessel. AmShip suggests that the
Coast Guard’s budget figure was based upon
its experience with the construction of the
five preceding vessels. This, AmShip says,
demonstrates that the Government estimate
was, at the time of the Company's bid, very
substantially above that bid. The budget
estimate, AmShip observes, compares Very
closely to its actual cost of construction.
There is a very simple answer to this appar-
ent inconsistency in the Coast Guard’s po-
sition. The budget figures for each of the
vessels included much more than the esti-
mated basic construction cost for the hull,
which was all that was to be paid for under
any ship construction contract. It was nec-
essary for the Government to budget for
machinery, electronics, ordnance and out-
fitting, as well—none of which was to be pur-
chased from the shipbullding company which
would build the hull, The Coast Guard's
detalled estimate for each vessel was:

$2, 300, 000
Machinery
Electronics —__
Ordnance ___.
Outfitting

mate. Comp. Gen. B-165032, Oct. 14, 1983, no
constructive notice where bid was 10% below
Government estimate. A variant is Allied

Contractors, Inc. v. U.S., 1569 Ct. Cl. 548
(1962) where the court denied relief; the low
bid was 214 times below the next bid, but
was about the same as the Government's
estimate.
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This tends to confirm, rather than detract
from, the Coast Guard’s claim that its pre-
bid estimate for this procurement was $2,~
300,000 per vessel—about 10% less than Am-
Ship’s bid.

Another claim by AmShip is that the
Coast Guard should bhave known that the
Company's bid was too low because of its
own contemporary experience in bullding
a similar vessel, the CGC “Confidence” (WPC
619), at the Coast Guard shipyard. Construc-
tion of this vessel was begun by the Coast
Guard yard in November, 1963, and com-
pleted in February, 1866, at a cost (for the
hull) of $3,621,6560. Since then the Coast
Guard yard has completed two other ves-
sels of this class (WPC 620, 628) at approxi-
mately the same cost. But these other ves-
sels were not built until after the first ves-
sel was completed. AmShip contends that the
Coast Guard should have known of the
error in AmShip's bid because of its knowl-
edge of the in-house construction cost for
the *“Confidence.” The Coast Guard notes
that In May, 1965, when AmShip’s bid was
opened, the “Confidence” was only 509 com-
plete and that neither the Coast Guard nor
the Contracting Officer had knowledge of
the cost of completion of the vessel at that
time.

The Coast Guard argues that, in any
event, it is not really fair to compare the
unit price bid by a private yard for 5 or 7
vessels with the final construetion cost to
bulld one vessel at the Coast Guard yard.
The Coast Guard points out that, historical-
ly, commercial shipyard vessel construction
costs are lower than the costs incurred at
the Coast Guard yard, and they should be
even lower on a multiple ship basls as op-
posed to single vessel construction costs.

According to the Coast Guard, there are
a number of reasons why its facility is a
high-cost yard. It must accept all work, in-
cluding unplanned and emergency work,
without regard to cost factors or profitability.
Also, Government personnel policies such as
personnel ceilings, overtime limits, and a
generally higher wage level, impose higher
labor costs upon the Coast Guard yard.

The Coast Guard notes that in building
the CGC “Confidence,” the Coast Guard
yard expended 268,320 productive man-hours
on construction. AmShip’s detailed submis-
sion to the Board shows that the Company
estimated 1t would expend 203,690 man-
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hours on its first vessel (WPC 621), but that
it actually used 427,460 man-hours to com-
plete the vessel. Other data in the contractor’s
submission show that there was no appreci-
able learning experience effect on construc-
tion costs for the first three vessels under
the contract. Also contributing to the loss
was a Company decision to move the third
vessel under the contract (WPC 623) to its
Toledo yard from the Loraln yard, where
the rest of the contract was being performed.
This move had a substantial adverse effect
on costs.

We conclude that the Coast Guard had no
knowledge, actual or constructive, at the
time it accepted AmShip's bid that the Com-
pany’s bid was, as clailmed, substantially be-
low the probable construction costs. Since
we have found—

1. That there was not a substantial dif-
ferential between AmsShip’s bid and the next
low bid;

2. That AmShip's bid was higher, not lower,
than the Government's estimate; and

3. That there were no other circumstances
to put the Government on notice of an error
in AmShip’'s bid;
we conclude that there is no basis, in terms
of the controlling precedents, for adjust-
ing the contract price because of the claimed
mistake in bid.

CONCLUSION

In summary, insofar as the application of
American Ship Building Company for extra-
ordinary rellef under P.L. 85-804 is grounded
upon “essentiality” and “mistake,” the ap-
plication is denied; consideration of that
portion of the petition relating to “Govern-
ment acts” is deferred until the Department
of Transportation Contract Appeals Board
takes final action on the applicant’s appeals.

Dated: November 12, 1968.

D. L. BIEGEL,
Chairman.
GErsoN B. KRAMER,
A. 8. FREVOLA,
E. P, SNYDER,
Membvers.

APPENDIX 1
In the following cases the Comptroller
General held that the disparity and pattern
of bids was insufficient to put the contracting
officer on constructive notice of error:

Case

Accepted bid

Differential

Next low bid Amount Percent Number of bids

. Ms, Comp. Gen. B-137200 ﬁSapL 11, 1958).
. Ms, Comp. Gen. B-159438 (May 25, 1959)
Ms. Comp. Gen. B-138912 (Mar. 18, 1959
39 Comp. Gen. 36 (1959).

Ms. Comp. Gen. B-133951 (Oct. 11, 195

Ms. Comp. Gen. B-138583 (Feb. 25, 1959)
Ms. Comp. Gen. B-136436 (July 2, 1958).

17 Comp. Gen. 815 (1938).

Ms. Comp. Gen. B-138804 EMar. 13, 1959)__
Ms. Comp. Gen, B-138079 (Dec. 16, 1958)..
Ms. Comp. Gen. B-139245 (Apr. 15, 1949)..
6 Comp. Gen. 815 (1927)

RES0oNS s wm—

ot s

$76.74
985

3,153,12
223.97

;e
wire

$80.75 §4.01
1,897,442 98, 457
3,470.80 317.68
250,

19,721
4.68

b
A ONUNIT 00 W

10,750
.4
36. 07

_______
BRESEERES
MWW AWM WO~

Source: Taken from Cecil T. Lakes, “Extraordinary Contractual Remedies," Docloral Dissertation No. 5877, George Washington University Law Library.

APPENDIX 2

Other cases where the Comptroller General held that the disparity and pattern of bids was sufficlent to put the contracting officer

on constructive notice of error are:

Case

Accepted bid

Differential

Next low bid Amount Percent Number of bids

1. 36 Comp. Gen. 585 (1957

2. Ms. Comp. Gen. B-139897 (June 26, 1959)______
3. Ms. Comp. Gen. B-135594 (Apr.

4, Ms. Comp. Gen. B-137083 (Sept. 26,

5. Ms. Comp. Gen. B-133870 (Oct. 1 195%

6. Ms, Comp. Gen. B-134604 (Dec. 17, 195

7. Ms. Comp. Gen. B-138272 (Jan. 19, 1959)

30.46
196. 80
2,258
1.83
3'75639.45
4,12

$0.12
56

1,066
1.08
41,68

Source: Taken from Cecil T. Lakes, “‘Extraordinary Contractual Remedies,” Doctoral Dissertation No. 5877, George Washington University Law Library.
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

602. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port on the selection of purchasers of resi-
dential properties sold by the Federal Hous-
ing Administration, Department of Housing
and Urban Development; to the Committee
on Government Operations.

603. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port on a review of the Agricultural Research
Service program for screw-worm eradication,
Department of Agriculture; to the Commit-
tee on Government Operations.

604. A letter from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, U.S.
Department of Justice, transmitting reports
concerning visa petitions approved according
certain beneficlaries third- and sixth-prefer-
ence classification, pursuant to the provi-
sions of section 204(d) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act, as amended; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

605. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of Transportation for Administration, trans-
mitting a report of action taken during the
calendar year 1968 under the authority of
Public Law 85-804 (50 U.S.C. 1434), pursu-
ant to the provisions of that act; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIIT, reports of
committees were delivered fo the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. STAGGERS: Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce. Report on deceptive
programing practices (Rept. No. 91-108). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. RIVERS: Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. HR. 7T757. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions during the fiscal year 1969 for procure-
ment of aircraft for the Armed Forces, and
for other purposes, with amendment (Rept.
No. 91-108) . Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. POAGE: Committee on Agriculture.
H.R. 6554. A bill to provide a special milk
program for children (Rept. No. 91-110). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Unlon.

Mr. DAWSON: Committee on Government
Operations. HR, 337. A bill to Increase the
maximum rate of per diem allowance for
employees of the Government traveling on
official business, and for other purposes,
with amendments (Rept. No. 81-111). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. FEIGHAN:

H.R. 9268. A bill to exempt from the anti-
trust laws certain joint newspaper operating
arrangements; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. ANDERSON of California:

H.R. 9269 A bill to provide for the issuance
of a special postage stamp in honor of the
late Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. BERRY:

H.R.9270. A bill to amend the Internal

Revenue Code of 1954 so as to lmit the
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amount of deductions attributable to the
business of farming which may be used to
offset nonfarm income; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BLANTON:

H.R.9271. A bill to repeal chapter 44 of
title 18, United States Code (relating to Sre-
arms), to reenact the Federal Firearms Act,
and to restore chapter 53 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 as in effect before its
amendment by the Gun Control Act of 1968;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. CLARK:

H.R.9272. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow an incentive
tax credit for a part of the cost of construct-
ing or otherwise providing facilities for the
control of water or air pollution, and to per-
mit the amortization of such costs within a
period of from 1 to 5 years; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. COHELAN:

H.R.9273. A bill to establish the Inter-
agency Committee on Mexican-American Af-
fairs, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. CONTE:

H.R. 9274. A bill to provide for an equitable
sharing of the U.S. market by electronic
articles of domestic and of foreign origin; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R.9275. A bill to amend section 167 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to encour-
age landlords to meet minimal housing
standards by disallowing the depreciation
deduction to a landlord who has been con-
victed of violating a housing code; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CORBETT:

H.R.9276. A bill to establish the Commis-
slon for the Improvement of Government
Management and Organization; to the Com-
mittee on Government Operaticns.

HR.9277. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 to allow teachers to de-
duet from gross income expenses incurred
in pursuing courses for academic credit and
degrees at Institutions of higher education
and including certain travel; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

H.R.09278. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to eliminate the reduc-
tion in disability insurance benefits which is
presently required in the case of an indi-
vidual receiving workmen’s compensation
benefits; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R.9279. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act so as to liberalize the
conditions governing eligibility of blind per-
sons to receive disability insurance benefits
thereunder; to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

By Mr. FARBSTEIN:

H.R. 9280. A bill to provide relocation hous-
ing for persons displaced by federally con-
ducted or federally aided acquisition of real
property; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

H.R.9281. A bill to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide a full
annuity for any individual (without regard
to his age) who has completed 30 years of
railroad service; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce.

H.R. 9282. A bill to provide for public par-
ticipation in the development of federally
alded highways; to the Committee on Public
‘Works.

By Mr. FOREMAN:

H.R. 9283. A bill to rescind the pay Increases
for Members of Congress and other Federal
officials pursuant to Presidential recommen-
dation to Congress In the budget for the 1870
fiscal year, to abolish the quadrennial Com-
mission on Executive, Legislative, and Judi-
cial Salaries, and for other purposes, to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. GOODLING:

H.R. 9284. A bill to amend the Rural Elec-

trification Act of 1936, as amended, to estab-
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lish rural electrification and telephone loan
accounts, to provide for insured loan pro-
grams, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. GROVER:

H.R. 9285. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to make additional im-
migrant visas available for immigrants from
certain foreign countries, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HAGAN:

H.R.9286. A bill to amend title 13, United
States Code, to limit the categories of ques-
tions required to be answered under penalty
of law in the decennial censuses of popula-
tion, unemployment, and housing, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

H.R.9287. A bill to increase from $600 to
$1,200 the personal income tax exemptions
of a taxpayer (including the exemption for a
spouse, the exemption for a dependent, and
the additional exemptions for old age and
blindness); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. HALL:

H.R. 9288. A bill to amend title 18 and title
28 of the United States Code with respect to
the trial and review of criminal actions in-
volving obscenity, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HALPERN:

H.R. 9289, A bill to assist in the protection
of the consumer by enabling him, under
certain conditions, to rescind the retail sale
of goods or services when the sale is entered
into a place other than the place of business
of the seller; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. HALPERN (for himself, Mr.
AvYRres, Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. BroY-
HILL of Virginia, Mr., Burron, Mr.
CaHxILL, Mr, CARTER, Mr. CONABLE, Mr,
CorBETT, Mr. DerwINsSKI, Mrs,
DwyEer, Mr. FisaH, Mr. FuLrtoN of
Pennsylvania, Mr. GUDg, Mr. HORTON,
Mr. HuxnT, Mr. JoHNsoN of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. McCLoSKEY, Mr. McDADE,
Mr. MCcCEwWEN, Mr. SAYLOR, Mr
Smrra of New York, Mr. STaNTON,
Mr. WHALEN, and Mr. ZwacH) :

H.R. 9200. A bill to amend title II of the
Merchant Marine Act, 19386, to create an inde-
pendent Federal Maritime Administration,
and for for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries,

By Mr. HANLEY:

H.R. 9291. A bill to provide for employee-
management relations between the U.S. Gov-
ernment and its employees; to the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R. 9292. A bill to provide for improved
employee-management relations in the Fed-
eral service, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R. 9293. A bill to provide for improved
employee-management relations in the postal
service, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civll Service.

H.R. 9294. A bill to provide for improved
employee-management relations in the postai
service, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R. 9295. A bill to provide for improved
employee-management relations in the postal
service, and for other purpocses; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. HELSTOSKI:

H.R. 9296. A bill to amend Public Law 874,
81st Congress, to permit certain payments to
enable children whose parents are employed
on our outlying bases to attend boarding
schools; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

H.R. 9297. A bill to amend the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 to provide day care
for children of low-income families in order
to enable their parents or relatives to choose
to undertake vocational training, basic edu-
cation, or employment; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.
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H.R. 9208. A bill to provide for the redis-
tribution of unused quota numbers; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 9209. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to include as creditable service
for civil service retirement purposes certain
periods of service in the Armed Forces of a
government-in-exile allied or associated with
the United States in World War II, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Clvil Service.

H.R. 9300. A bill to permit officers and em-
ployees of the Federal Government to elect
coverage under the old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance system; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

H.R.9301. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to increase the present
dollar limits on the amount allowable as a
child-care deduction, to eliminate all income
limits on eligibility for such deduction, and
to increase the maximum age of a dependent
child with respect to whom such deduction
may be allowed; to the Commitee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. HICKS:

H.R.9302. A bill to amend chapter 44 of
title 18, United States Code, to exempt am-
munition from Federal regulation under the
Gun Control Act of 1968; to the Committee
on the Judiclary.

H.R. 9303, A bill to amend title 28, United
States Code, section 753(e), to eliminate the
maximum and minimum limitations upon
the annual salary of reporters; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HOLIFIELD (for himself and
Mr. HosMmER) (by request) :

H.R.9304. A bill granting the consent of
Congress to the western interstate nuclear
compact, and related purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. JACOBS:

H.R.9305. A bill to provide for the enforce-
ment of support orders in certaln State and
Federal courts, and to make it a crime to
move or travel in interstate and foreign com-
merce to avold compliance with such orders;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. EASTENMEIER (for himself,
Mr. O’Konskl, Mr. BYRNES of Wis-
consin, Mr. ConYERS, Mr. DINGELL,
Mr. WiLLiam D. Forp, Mr. FRASER,
Mrs. GRIFFITHS, Mr. EKARTH, Mr.
REeuss, Mr. Stercer of Wisconsin, and
Mr. ZABLOCKI) @

HR.9306. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the Apostle Islands National
Lakeshore in the State of Wisconsin, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inte-
rior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. LONG of Loulslana:

H.R.9307. A bill to repeal chapter 44 of
title 18, United States Code (relating to fire-
arms), to reenact the Federal Firearms Act,
and to restore chapter 53 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 as in effect before its
amendment by the Gun Control Act of 1968;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.9308. A bill to amend title IT of the
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, to create an in-
dependent Federal Maritime Administration,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. MATSUNAGA:

H.R. 9309. A bill to amend the Federal Em-
ployees Health Benefits Act of 1959 to provide
that the entire cost of health benefits under
such act shall be paild by the Government;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Bervice.

By Mrs. MAY:

H.R.9310. A bill to amend the Tariff
Schedules of the United States with respect
to the rate of duty on whole skins of mink;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MEEDS:

H.R.9311. A bill to declare that certaln
lands shall be held by the United States In
trust for the Makah Indian Tribe, Washing-
ton; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.
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By Mr. MEEDS (for himself, Mr. PEg-
KINS, Mrs. Green of Oregon, Mr.
THoMPsSON of New Jersey, Mr. DENT,
Mr. Pucinskl, Mr. DANIELS of New
Jersey, Mr. BraDEMaS, Mr. O'Haga,
Mr. CarEy, Mr. HAwkINs, Mr. WiL-
Liam D. Forp, Mr. HaTHAWAY, Mrs.
Mivk, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. BurToN oOf
California, Mr. GaYpos, Mr. AYRES,
Mr. ASHBROOK, Mr. Rem of New York,
Mr. ERLENBORN, Mr. EsHLEMAN, Mr.
RutH, and Mr. HansEN of Idaho) :

H.R.9312. A bill to authorize the U.S. Com-
missioner of Education to make grants to
elementary and secondary schools and other
educational institutions for the conduct of
special educational programs and activities
concerning the use of drugs, and for other
related educational purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. MEEDS (for himself, Mr. PELLY,
Mrs. Hansen of Washington, Mrs,
May, Mr. Forey, Mr. Hicks, Mr.
Apams, Mr. Price of Illinols, Mr.
Fuorron of Tennessee, Mr. Krng, Mr.
St. ONGE, Mr. HowaArD, Mr. BOLAND,
Mr. WyarT, Mr. Appasso, Mr. Cor-
MAN, Mr. CHArRLES H. WiLsown, Mr.
Rees, Mr. Kyros, Mr. Brock, Mr.
HavrrErN, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr., Bur-
Ton of Utah, Mr. PoLLoCK, and Mr.
Pryor of Arkansas):

H.R.9313. A bill to authorize the U.8. Com-
missioner of Education to make grants to ele-
mentary and secondary schools and other
educational institutions for the conduct of
special educational programs and activities
concerning the use of drugs, and for other
related educational purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. MEEDS (for himself, Mr. WAL~
DIE, Mr. BucHANAN, Mr. THOMPSON
of Georgia, Mr. Mixva, Mr. SYMING-
ToN, Mr. BrownN of California, Mr.
Epwarps of California, Mr. RIEGLE,
Mr. BingEAM, Mr. CérpOovA, Mr. DON
H. Crausen, Mr. Guoe, Mr. PoODELL,
Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. McCLURE, and
Mr. FPISHER) :

H.R. 9314. A bill to authorize the U.S. Com-
missioner of Education to make grants to
elementary and secondary schools and other
educational institutions for the conduct of
special educational programs and activities
concerning the use of drugs, and for other
related educational purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. MIKVA:

HR.9315. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction
for certain moving expenses of students; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MORGAN:

H.R.9316. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to increase from 8600
to $1,500 the personal income tax exemptions
of a taxpayer (including the exemption for a
spouse, the exemptions for a dependent, and
the additional exemptions for old age and
blindness); to the Committee on Ways and
Means

H.R.9317. A bill to amend title IT of the
Bocial Security Act so as to liberalize the
conditions governing eligibility of blind per-
sons to receive disability insurance benefits
thereunder; to the Committee on Ways and
Means

By Mr. MURFHY of Illinois:

H.R. 9318. A bill to provide that the nuclear
accelerator to be constructed at Weston, Ill.,
shall be named the “Enrico Fermi Nuclear
Accelerator” in memory of the late Dr. Enrico
Fermi; to the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy.

= By Mr. MURPHY of New York:

H.R.9319. A bill to amend the provisions
of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 relating to library resources to
permit the use of funds provided thereunder
for the acquisition of bookshelves and the
hiring of additional personnel; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.
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HR.9320. A bill to provide for improved
employee-management relations in the postal
service, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service,

By Mr. NELSEN:

H.R. 9321. A bill to provide a special milk
program for children; to the Committee on
Agriculture,

HR.9322. A bill to change the definition
of ammunition for purposes of chapter 44 of
title 18 of the United States Code; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R.9323. A bill to amend the Tariff Sched-
ules of the United States with respect to the
rate of duty on whole skins of mink; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. PICELE:

H.R.9324. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to increase from $600
to $1,200 the personal income tax exemptions
of a taxpayer (including the exemption for
a spouse, the exemptions for a dependent,
and the additional exemptions for old age
and blindness); to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. PICKLE (for himself and Mr.
Dox H. CLAUSEN) :

H.R. 8325. A bill to provide additional Fed-
eral assistance in connection with the con-
struction, alteration, and improvement of air
carrier and general-purpose airports, airport
terminals, and related facilities, to promote a
coordinated national plan of integrated air-
port and alrway systems, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce.

H.R.8326. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to impose an excise tax
on aviation fuel, to increase the tax on trans-
portation of persons by air, and to impose a
tax on transportation of property by air; to
the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. POFF:

HR.9327. A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code tc prohibit the invest-
ment of certain income in any business en-
terprise affecting interstate or forelgn com-
merce, and for other purposes; to the Coms-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. RIVERS:

HR.9328. A bill to amend title 87, United
States Code, to provide specia]l pay to naval
officers, qualified in submarines, who have
the current tecnnical qualification for duty
in connection with supervision, operation,
and maintenance of naval nuclear propul-
sion plants, who agree to remain in active
submarine service for one period of 4 years
beyond any other obligated active service, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. RODINO:

HR.9329. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Natlonality Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. ROYBAL (for himself, Mr,
BurtroN of California, Mr. Dox H.
CLAUSEN, Mr. EscH, Mr. FRASER, Mr.
McCLOSKEY, Mr. MATsSUNAGA, Mr.
Mixva, Mrs. Mink, Mr. PerTIiS, Mr.
RHODES, Mr. STelGER of Arizona, and
Mr. Boe WiILsON) :

HR.9330. A bill to establish the Inter-
agency Committee on Mexican-American
Affairs, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. RUMSFELD (for himself, Mr,
BLACKBURN, Mr. BrovYHILL of North
Carolina, Mr. Burxe of Florlda, Mr.
BuTrroN, Mr. ByrneEs of Wisconsin,
Mr. CaniLr, Mr. Don H. CLAUSEN,
Mr. Gusser, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr.
EerrH, Mr. EUYKENDALL, Mr, Mc-
CLURE, Mrs. MAy, Mr, PmNIE, Mr.
SanpmMAN, Mr. SHRIVER, and Mr.
WiINN) :

H.R.9331. A bill to improve the operation
of the legislative branch of the Federal Gov-
ernment, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Rules.

By Mr. ST GERMAIN:

HR.9332. A bill to protect the public
health from the distribution of drugs manu-
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factured in establishments not meeting cur-
rent good manufacturing practices by
amending the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. SEBELIUS:

H.R. 9333. A bill to abolish the Commis-
sion on Executive, Legislative, and Judicial
Salaries established by sectlon 225 of the
Federal Salary Act of 1967, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas (by request) :

H.R. 9334. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to promote the care and treat-
ment of veterans in State veterans’ homes;
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. VIGORITO:

H.R.9335. A bill to prevent the importa-
tion of endangered speclies of fish or wildlife
into the United States, to prevent the inter-
state shipment of reptiles, amphibians, and
other wildlife taken contrary to State law,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. WHALLEY:

H.R.9336. A bill to exempt from the anti-
trust laws certain joint newspaper operating
arrangements; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. WINN:

H.R.9337. A bill to provide a standard
for the determination of obscene matter de-
posited in the mails and a procedure for the
return of such matter to the sender by the
Postmaster General, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R. 9338, A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act so as to llberalize the
conditions governing eligibility of blind per-
sons to receive disability insurance benefits
thereunder; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. ZWACH:

H.R.9339. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of Commerce to conduct research and
development programs to increase knowl-
edge of tornadoes, squall lines, and other
severe local storms, to develop methods for
detecting storms for prediction and advance
warning, and to provide for the establish-
ment of a National Severe Storms Service;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

H.R. 9340. A bill to change the definition
of ammunition for purposes of chapter 44 of
title 18 of the United States Code; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R. 9341, A bill to extend rural mail de-
livery service; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

H.R.9342. A bill to amend the Tariff Sched-
ules of the United States with respect to the
rate of duty on whole skins of mink, whether
or not dressed; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

H.R. 9343. A bill to amend the Tariff Sched-
ules of the United States with respect to the
rate of duty on honey and honey products
and to impose import limitations on honey
and honey products; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R. 9344. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow an Incentive
tax credit for a part of the cost of construct-
ing or otherwise providing facilities for the
control of water or alr pollution, and to per-
mit the amortization of such cost within a
period of 1 to 5 years; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BRASCO:

H.J. Res. 570. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to equal rights for
men and women; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. CUNNINGHAM:

H.J. Res. 571. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to equal rights for men
and women; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.
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By Mr. DENT:

H.J. Res, 572. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States requiring the advice and con-
sent of the House of Representatives in the
making of treaties; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. EDWARDS of Louisiana:

H.J. Res. 573. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to equal rights for
men and women; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HAGAN:

H.J. Res., 574. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States permitting the offering of
prayers and the reading of the Bible in pub-
lic schools or other public bodies in the
United States; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr, HUNT:

H.J. Res. 575. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States relating to the election of the Pres-
ident and Vice President; to the Committee
on the Judiclary.

By Mrs. MAY:

H.J. Res. 576. Joint resolution in honor of
Amelia Earhart and Joan Merrlam Smith;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MILLER of Ohlo:

H.J. Res. 577. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States with respect to the offering of
prayer in public buildings; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MIZE:

H.J. Res. 578. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States relative to equal rights for men and
women: to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. QUILLEN:

H.J. Res. 579. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States with respect to the offering of
prayer in public buildings; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. RARICK:

H.J. Res. 580. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States relative to equal rights for men and
women; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. TALCOTT (for himself and Mr.
BUCHANAN) :

H.J. Res. 581. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States requiring the advice and consent of
the House of Representatives in the making
of treaties; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. TIERNAN:

H.J. Res. 582. Joint resolution to authorize
the President to proclaim the last Friday of
April of each year as “National Arbor Day";
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WALDIE:

H.J. Res. 583. Joint resolution designating
the second Saturday in May of each year as
“Pire Service Recognition Day,"” and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ANDERSON of California:

H. Con. Res. 174, Concurrent resolution,
Biafra: The need for an immediate cease-fire;
to the Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. JONES of North Carolina (for
himself, Mr. WyLiE, and Mr, BLAN-
TON) :

H. Con. Res. 176. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress concerning the
return from the Government of Peru of the
U.S. destroyer Isherwood; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

By Mr. MATSUNAGA:

H. Con. Res, 176. Concurrent resolution on
a Commission for Economic Development of
the Middle East; to the Committee on For-
elgn Affairs.

H. Con. Res. 177. Concurrent resolution on
the arms race in the Middle East; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.
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By Mr. ROYBAL (for himself and Mr.
MAILLIARD) :

H, Con. Res. 178. Concurrent resolution to
express the sense of Congress on participation
in the Ninth International Congress on High
Speed Photography, to be held in Denver,
Colo., in August 1970; to the Committee on
Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr, WYMAN:

H. Con, Res. 179. Concurrent resolution in
support of captured American fighting men;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. CORBETT:

H. Res. 332, Resolution authorizing and di-
recting the Committee on Interstate and For-
elgn Commerce to conduct a study and in-
vestigation of magazine sales promotion prac-
tices; to the Committee on Rules,

By Mr. DENT (for himself, Mr. WaG-
GONNER, and Mrs. GRIFFITHS) :

H. Res. 333. Resolution creating a select
committee to conduct an investigation and
study of the retirement benefits avallable to
Members of the House of Representatives;
to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr, HELSTOSEI:

H. Res. 334, Resolution authorizing and di-
recting the Committee on Interstate and For-
elgn Commerce to conduct a study and in-
vestigation of magazine sales promotion prac-
tices; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr., McCLURE:

H. Res. 335. Resolution amending the Rules
of the House of Representatives to set aslde
a portion of the gallery for the use of
scholars engaged in studies of the House of
Representatives; to the Committee on Rules.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII,

83. The SPEAKER presented a memorial of
the Legislature of the State of Oregon, rela-
tive to including water quality control as a
nonreimbursable operating provision in dam
and reservoir projects under the Bureau of
Reclamation; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ANDERSON of California:

H.R.9345. A bill for the relief of Catalino
Boragay Flores, his wife, Teresita, and chil-
dren, Leesito and Thelee; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BIAGGI:

H.R.9346. A bill for the relief of Antonio

Ruocco; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. CAREY:

H.R.9347. A bill for the relief of Cesare
Vitale and his wife, Rosario Vitale (nee
Como); to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. McCLURE:

H.R. 9348. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Elsle
E. Gebauer; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. MATSUNAGA:

H.R.9349. A bill for the rellef of Young
Hoon Park, his wife, Eurnhi Park, their minor
daughters, Myong Ok Park and Nam Ok
Park, and their minor son, Soo Jin Park; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PODELL:

H.R. 9350. A bill for the relief of Tom Hong
Yee Felix, also known as Felix Tom; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.9351. A bill for the relief of Chin Lin;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.9352. A bill for the rellef of Castrenze
Messina; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. ST GERMAIN:

H.R.9353. A bill for the relief of Wai Tong

Chin; to the Committee on the Judiciary,
By Mr. WYATT:

H.R.9354. A bill for the relief of Timber
Structures, Inc.; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
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